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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Wednesday, July 20, 1994 
The House met at 10 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Speaker pro tem
pore [Mr. TORRES]. 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPO RE 

The Speaker pro tempore laid before 
the House the following communica
tion from the Speaker: 

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 20, 1994. 

I hereby designate the Honorable ESTEBAN 
TORRES to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

THOMAS S. FOLEY, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

We pray, O God, that our thoughts 
will be born of a good spirit, that our 
words will have the ring of truth, our 
deeds will show forth with courage, our 
promises will be made with integrity, 
our motivations will be cleansed by 
honor, our commitments will be ful
filled and true, and all our aspirations 
will be marked by strength of char
acter. 0 gracious God, You have given 
to each person the marks of humanity 
and civility, so bless us and keep us in 
Your truth, now and evermore. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TORRES). The Chair has examined the 
Journal of the last day's proceedings 
and announces to the House his ap
proval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the 

gentleman from Florida [Mr. MICA] 
come forward and lead the House in the 
Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. MICA led the Pledge of Alle
giance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

THE FACTS ON THE ECONOMY 

(Mr. SKAGGS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SKAGGS. Mr. Speaker, when 
President Clinton took office in Janu
ary 1993, the Nation's economy was 
stagnant, job growth was slow, and de
spite previous efforts the Federal budg
et deficit was still headed up. 

Now, 18 months later, the picture 
looks quite different. To those who 
don't believe it, I ask you to listen to 
these facts: 

Fact: The deficit is down. Measured 
as a percentage of our national income, 
our deficit is the second lowest of any 
advanced economy in the world-and 
next year it will be the lowest. 

Fact: Some 3.8 million new· jobs have 
been created since January 1993. That's 
more job growth in a year and a half 
than in the previous 4 years combined. 
That's 3,000 a day. And, these are all 
private sector jobs. 

Fact: Unemployment has fallen, from 
7.7 percent at the end of the Bush ad
ministration to 6 percent today. 

Fact: The Federal Government is 
shrinking. Federal spending as a per
centage of our national income is lower 
now than under President Bush or 
Reagan-the lowest since 1979. By 1999, 
we will have eliminated 272,000 Federal 
positions, and we'll have a Federal 
work force that's smaller than it's been 
since the Kennedy administration. 

Fact: Consumer confidence is up-
now at the highest level i_n about 4 
years. 

It's time to give credit where credit 
is due. The economic plan the Presi
dent and Democrats in Congress passed 
last year is working. The facts about 18 
months of economic progress prove it. 
Federal Reserve Board Chairman Alan 
Greenspan has said the economy is in 
the best shape in decades. His words: 
"The U.S. economy has recently been 
experiencing the ideal combination of 
rising activity, falling unemployment 
and slowing inflation." 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 1873. An act to require certain pay
ments made to victims of Nazi persecution 
to be disregarded in determining eligibility 
for and the amount of benefits or services 
based on need. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

H.R. 4426. An act making appropriations 
for foreign operations, export financing, and 
related programs for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1995. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 4426) "An Act making ap
propriations for foreign operations, ex
port financing, and related programs 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1995" requests a conference with the 
House on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr. 
LEAHY, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. 
LAUTENBERG, Mr. HARKIN, Ms. MIKUL
SKI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. BYRD, Mr. 
MCCONNELL, Mr. D'AMATO, Mr. SPEC
TER, Mr. NICKLES, Mr. MACK, Mr. 
GRAMM, and Mr. HATFIELD, to be the 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed a bill of the follow
ing title, in which the concurrence of 
the House is requested: 

S. 2208. An act to authorize appropriations 
for fiscal year 1995 for military activities of 
the Department of Defense, to prescribe per
sonnel strengths for such fiscal year for the 
Armed Forces, and for other purposes. 

THE CLANDESTINE CAUCUS 
(Mr. LINDER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, here in 
Congress, we have the Black caucus, 
the Hispanic caucus, the sportsmens 
caucus, the rural caucus, the space 
caucus, the steel caucus, the Sunbelt 
caucus, and now you can add the clan
destine caucus. 

The newly formed clandestine caucus 
is made up of the Democrat leadership 
and the entrenched committee chair
man. 

The public need not apply. Their ob
jective is to protect their political 
agenda and the administration-out of 
sight of the Republicans, the media, 
and most importantly, the American 
people. 

It is a busy season for the clandestine 
caucus, which is currently recrafting 
the Clinton health care plan behind 
closed doors and is holding the 
Whitewater papers under lock and key. 

The clandestine caucus is concealing 
the work of the Congress from the 
American people. This approach typi
fies the arrogance of power found here 
in Washington. The clandestine caucus 
has forgotten that the American people 
pay their salary and will not be kept in 
the dark. 
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ON BIPARTISANSHIP AND THE D.C. 

APPROPRIATION 
(Ms. NORTON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, in 1991, 
Congress in votes of extraordinary bi
partisan dimensions gave aid to the 
Capital City. BOB MICHEL, NEWT GING
RICH, JOE MCDADE, TOM BLILEY, and 
DEAN GALLO stood beside TOM FOLEY, 
DICK GEPHARDT, JAMIE WHITTEN, RON 
DELLUMS, and JULIAN DIXON. 

In contrast to the overwhelming 1991 
vote of 300 to 123', the District's appro
priation barely made it out of the 
House last week. Ironically a much 
thinner bipartisanship proved essen
tial. I am particularly grateful to the 
gentleman from Virginia, TOM BLILEY, 
for his special leadership and to the in
defatigably skilled subcommittee 
chair, the gentleman from California, 
JULIAN DIXON. 

The city needs to get its fiscal house 
in order quickly to avoid ever being 
taken to the congressional woodshed 
again. Yesterday's announcement that 
the District plans to produce a plan 
even before the congressionally set 
deadline is the right response. In turn, 
Congress must solve its part of the 
problem, especially the pending pen
sion liability bill to address a prehome 
rule debt. 

Last week was the kind of catas
trophe from which a new beginning can 
be made. I thank my colleagues who 
helped to rescue the appropriation and 
make a new beginning possible. 

HEALTH CARE 
(Mr. GOOD LATTE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. · Speaker, after 
a full year of trying to sell his big gov
ernment health care takeover, it is 
clear that President Clinton's plan has 
fallen and it cannot get up. 

It has fallen because the American 
people know better than to trust their 
families' health care to Washington bu
reaucrats. Americans have a gut in
stinct that clearly tells them Govern
ment seldom knows best. That folks 
ought to be able to choose their own 
doctors, their own coverage, their own 
treatments. 

Unfortunately, the Democrat leader
ship and the administration are meet
ing secretly behind closed doors. You 
see their idea is to spring their big 
Government, health care takeover plan 
on Congress and the American people 
again at the last minute and then force 
a vote before anyone - really under
stands the bill. That is the only way 
they can reach their goal of putting bu
reaucrats and politicians in charge of 
Americans' health care. And that is 
wrong. 

D 1010 
GATT REGULATIONS SHOULD NOT 

SUPERCEDE THE U.S. CONSTITU
TION 
(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, one 
bill can turn back the clock and re
verse American law. It is called GATT; 
that is right, GATT. Under GATT, 
America's environmental laws can be 
challenged and reversed, and America's 
consumer laws can be challenged and 
reversed. In fact, under GATT foreign 
judges will decide if America's trade 
laws are legal. Unbelievable. Thomas 
Jefferson is literally rolling over in his 
grave. 

Mr. Speaker, this is not about GATT, 
this is not about trade, this is about 
sovereignty. Any Congress that would 
allow the World Trade Organization to 
supercede or sit in judgment of the 
Constitution of these United States 
should be impeached. This is unbeliev
able to me. Think about it. 

WAY OVERBOARD 
(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
read a quote about health care reform: 

We need to do something about it, but we 
don't need to go overboard. Repair it, but be 
sure you don't break it further. 

That is the opinion regarding health 
care of the constituents of one Demo
cratic Member from Louisiana, accord
ing to the Washington Post. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, the 
Clinton health care plan goes way over
board. 

Instead of fixing the problems that 
plague our current system, the Clinton 
health care plan will create even more 
problems by mandating that govern
ment, control the health care decisions 
of every American citizen. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are worried about the Clinton health 
reform plan. They are afraid of what it 
will do to their health care quality. 
They are troubled by the long lines, 
the rationed care and the higher taxes. 

For most Americans, the Clinton 
plan goes way overboard. 

I urge my colleagues to listen to the 
American people. Repair our health 
care sy~tem, but be especially careful 
that we do not break it further. 

HIGH MARKS FOR PRESIDENT 
CLINTON AND DEMOCRAT SUP
PORTERS IN CONGRESS 
(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, as we 
all remember, the 1992 Presidential 
election turned on one central issue: 
the economy. Candidate Bill Clinton 
made the economy the centerpiece of 
his campaign and promised to make it 
the centerpiece of his administration. 

Last week, 18 months into his Presi
dency, the President received his first! 
report card on the administration's 
economic program and it included high 
marks across the board. The Presi
dent's budget that Congress passed last 
year-without the help of a single Re
publican vote-has put our economy 
back on track. 

We have cut spending and the bu
reaucracy. Spending is projected to be 
lower in the Clinton administration 
than during either the Bush and 
Reagan administrations. We have low
ered the deficit for 3 years running for 
the first time since Harry Truman was 
in the White House. 

We've created jobs-6,398 private sec
tor jobs a day. And, we have also cut 
taxes for 15 million Americans through 
the earned income tax credit. 

Yes, there is still work to be done. 
But, for President Clinton and Demo
crats in Congress who stood by him, 
the news is good. The economic pro
gram is working. We are creating jobs, 
lowering the deficit, cutting spending, 
and cutting taxes. And, we are keeping 
our pledge to middle-class Americans 
to make Government work for them 
again. 

THE ADMINISTRATION SHOULD 
WORK ON BIPARTISAN SHIP IN 
HEALTH CARE REFORM, NOT ON 
PUBLICITY STUNTS 
(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, some time ago, one of my 
friends from the other side of the aisle 
came to the well and said, "Let us take 
politics out of health care." Give me a 
break. The President and his little 
band of advisers have handled this 
issue just like a campaign operation. 
Now he takes to the country in a series 
of bus promotions for his federalized 
heal th plan. 

When the people of Wyoming heard 
about the promotional parade to come 
to the State, to Cheyenne, it was la
beled t;he "Phony Express. " Mr. Speak
er, the people of Wyoming want fun
damental change in health care to as
sist families in having access and keep
ing costs down, but they want it kept 
in the private sector. Let us fix it, not . 
federalize it. 

Interestingly enough, the Wyoming 
sector of the caravan has been can
celed. I guess the Democrat candidates 
in the West really are serious about 
distancing themselves from the Presi
dent. 
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Mr. Speaker, the Phony Express is 

another example of a publicity stunt 
without giving the folks facts. Instead 
of $20,000 a bus traveling the country, 
the administration should spend their 
free time trying to work out a biparti
san heal th care plan we can all sup
port. 

THE ADMINISTRATION'S WAR 
WITH ITS OWN PARTY 

(Mr. PAXON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. PAXON. Mr. Speaker, first we 
had this administration's war on the 
West. Then we had the administra
tion's war on senior citizens, led by Dr. 
Joycelyn Elders. Now we seem to have 
the administration's war with its own 
party. 

Yesterday, as the Democrat leader
ship in this House were reaffirming 
their commitment to employer man
dates, we had the President apparently 
retreating, we think. Yesterday, as 
Mrs. Clinton was on national TV re
affirming the commitment to universal 
coverage, the President was retreating. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no confusion, 
and there is no retreat among Repub
licans, and, fortunately, some Demo
crats in the House who believe in real 
health care reform based on the R9w
land-Bilirakis model. We believe 
strongly and steadfastly in the cause of 
heal th care reform based on bringing 
prices down, costs down, and bringing 
greater coverage for the American peo
ple, but doing it without a Federal bu
reaucratic system that was originally 
proposed by this administration. 

Mr. Speaker, we urge the President 
to look at Rowland-Bilirakis, to look 
at where Republicans stand united in 
the House and the Senate, on real 
health care reform. We urge him to 
move our way and move in the direc
tion of the American people. 

DEFEATING HEALTH CARE FRAUD 
(Mr. HOBSON asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. HOBSON. Mr. Speaker, last 
week, Senator BILL COHEN released a 
new report stating that this country 
loses $100 billion each year to heal th 
care fraud. The blatant offenses 
against the Medicaid and Medicare sys
tems cited by this report are common 
and everyday. 

Such examples include a supplier 
overbilling by 600 percent for a diabetic 
monitor, and doctors billing for treat
ments they had never performed or had 
performed on patients who had died. 

These are the kinds of thing that go 
on and on without detection for years. 
It is costly to taxpayers, and it is com
promising our Nation's health care. 

In the present system, there is no 
easy way to catch this abuse. But my 
colleague from Ohio, TOM SAWYER, and 
I have introduced a bill that will detect 
and eliminate much of this abuse and 
fraud. It is called the Health Informa
tion Modernization and Security Act. 
And it has already been incorporated 
into three out of four committee bills 
passed in the House and Senate. 

With the time drawing short in this 
Congress to achieve comprehensive 
health care reform, there are several 
provisions worthy of inclusion in any 
bill that is passed. This is one of them, 
and I urge my colleagues to ensure its 
inclusion in any bill that passes this 
Chamber. 

CELEBRATING THE 25TH ANNIVER
SARY OF THE APOLLO 11 LUNAR 
LANDING AND THE SUCCESSES 
OF APOLLO MISSIONS. 
(Mrs. MORELLA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to re\•ise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. MORELLA. Mr. Speaker, today, 
we celebrate the 25th anniversary of 
the Apollo 11 lunar landing and the vic
torious successes of our Apollo mis
sions. 

The Apollo missions were a triumph 
and a wave of reassurance for a Nation 
ill at ease on the battlefield of the cold 
war. It was a victorious answer in 
those extraordinary times to the chal
lenge of sending a man to the Moon 
and returning him safely to Earth. It 
was a vivid, awe-inspiring testament to 
the capability and ingenuity of the 
human spirit. 

It was also a glorious adventure in 
which a great number of Americans 
took part. During the Apollo era, 
America's space efforts grew at unprec
edented rates. The Government hired 
the biggest and the best scientific force 
in history, and colleges and univer
sities swelled with students pursuing 
science and engineering. In addition, it 
produced a Golden Age of American 
technology and advancement-an age 
that, today, we are attempting to re
capture and begin anew as we move our 
space program into the new millen
nium. 

In the past weeks, a clear message, 
inspired in part by the Apollo missions, 
has been sent to Congress-the Amer
ican people want us in space. The 
dream is, indeed, still alive. As we 
commemorate this silver anniversary 
of the first 1 unar landing and remain 
committed to our Nation's space pro
gram, we are continuing this dream for 
our students, for ourselves, and for all 
humankind. 

D 1020 
FLORIDA EVERGLADES 

THREATENED BY NOXIOUS WEED 
(Mr. SHAW asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SHAW. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to address an issue that is destroying 
the Florida Everglades. As you know 
the Everglades is a fragile ecosystem. 
At the present time a noxious weed, 
melaleuca, is infesting the Everglades. 
It is turning the Everglades' wetlands 
into a melaleuca forest. This is an en
vironmental disaster which we must 
and can stop. By this same time tomor
row, an additional 52 acres will be in
fested with this horrible pest. Federal 
assistance in funding a melaleuca quar
antine facility is essential. 

Fortunately, the building of a 
melaleuca quarantine facility is well 
on its way. With the help of Congress, 
a $1 million appropriation for this fa
cility was included in the fiscal year 
1994 energy and water appropriations 
bill. However, this is not enough. This 
morning, I am joined by Mr. DEUTSCH 
and 20 other members of the Florida 
delegation in asking for an additional 
$3 million authorization and appropria
tion for this much needed facility. We 
are hoping that this legislation will be 
included in the Water Resources Devel
opment Act of 1994. 

Today, we are introducing legislation 
that would authorize and appropriate 
funds for the melaleuca quarantine fa
cility. The time to act is now. This leg
islation is vital for the preservation of 
the Everglades. We urge your support. 

ROCK THE PRESIDENT 
(Mr. DREIER asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, the Presi
dent yesterday urged young people to 
get involved in the health care debate. 
Called Rock the System, it's based on 
the Rock the Vote get-out-the-vote 
drive and is promoted by MTV. 

But when young folks take a look at 
Bill Clinton's health care plan, they 
will want to Rock the President. 

That's because the President's plan 
hits the young the hardest. 

By mandating a community rating 
system, it makes younger people pay 
more for less, while making the older 
pay less for more. 

The President's plan has many other 
flaws, as well. The employer mandates 
will make it even more difficult for 
younger Americans to get a job. The 
global budgets will promote rationing. 
And the price controls will make fu
ture innovations in health care deliv
ery more difficult. 

I am glad MTV is getting involved in 
the health care debate. Hopefully, by 
seeing what the President's plan will 
do for them, younger Americans will 
support with Republican efforts to im
plement real heal th care reform. 
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THE WRONG PRESCRIPTION 

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, according 
to the latest poll, 86 percent of the 
American people have health care in
surance and are happy with it. When 
the American people talk about re
form, they do not mean radical restruc
turing. When they speak about univer
sal coverage, they do not mean social
ized medicine. And when they see cost 
containment, they do not want health 
care rationing. 

Mr. Speaker, the Clinton plan is the 
wrong prescription for the problems of 
our heal th care system. I urge the 
President and the Democratic leader
ship to listen to the desires of the 
American people. Work with Repub
licans to achieve a commonsense 
health care reform now. Do not try and 
do it alone, behind closed doors. The 
American people will reject that at the 
polls in November. 

DO NOT INV ADE HAITI 
(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per

mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, incredibly, 
the B-team of foreign policy advisors 
at the White House is still racing head
long toward a dangerous military oper
ation in Haiti. Why? Not because Haiti 
represents a national security threat 
to the United States. Not because 
American interests in Haiti have been 
threatened. And not because American 
lives are at stake. 

The answer seems to be that domes
tic political pressures from special in
terests have convinced the President 
that invasion may be his only choice. 
Fully two-thirds of the American peo
ple oppose U.S. military intervention, 
as would a majority of Members of this 
body if given a chance to express our 
will. Nevertheless, this morning's 
Washington Post outlines the ongoing 
groundwork being laid for an invasion. 

Mr. Speaker, there are better solu
tions for Haiti. I urge my colleagues to 
join me in cosponsoring House Concur
rent Resolution 269. Send the message 
to the President: Do not invade Haiti. 

THE 25TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
APOLLO MOON LANDING 

(Mr. GRAMS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GRAMS. Mr. Speaker, 25 years 
ago proving that we could go to the 
Moon and return safely was our goal. 

Today, our ability to explore space is 
not in question, only our desire. Un
doubtedly, the environment in which 

the U.S. space program thrived in the 
sixties and seventies is long gone. The 
cold war is over. The public is wary of 
tax dollars ending up in black holes. 

The question on many people's minds 
is, "Do we still need a space program?" 
My answer is an emphatic, "Yes." 

While the results of modern day 
space exploration may not be as fantas
tic as the high profile Apollo flights, 
they are no less important in terms of 
ground-breaking scientific discoveries 
and spinoff technologies that posi
tively impact our daily lives. 

For example, the development of life
saving technologies such as program
mable pacemakers and bioreactors for 
culturing ovarian and breast cancer 
cells have dramatically improved medi
cal care. And environmental tech
nologies such as water purification sys
tems help us improve our world. 

On the 25th anniversary of the great
est technological feat achieved by 
mankind, we must take pride in the 
many tangible benefits derived from 
the U.S. space program and the pros
pects and the promises of the future. 

HEALTH CARE SHOW GOES ON THE 
ROAD 

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, the 
show is about to begin. The President 
and the First Lady are about to take 
their health care show on the road. But 
while they are on the road, they ought 
to listen to the American people who 
are making it very clear that they do 
not want Government running the Na
tion's health care, that they do not 
want rationing of their health care. 

Instead of going out and huckstering 
the Clinton health care plan, I hope the 
President and Mrs. Clinton will listen 
to the American people and not go out 
there and act like stories that we used 
to hear about the snake oil salesman 
and the medicine man. They ought to 
listen to the American people. 

I would say as this show begins, let 
the American people beware of those 
that are promising free lunches and 
things that they cannot deliver. 

FLEXIBLE TO THE POINT OF 
CONTORTION 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
today's Washington Post headline 
reads " President Signals Health Flexi
bility." You would think by now that 
the President's flexibility would hardly 
be news. 

This administration has taken flexi
bility to the level of contortion in 
every other policy area. Now it seems 
that even the President's primary pol
icy initiative can join the rest on the 

back of a milk carton with a caption 
"Have You Seen This Policy?" 

What is the President saying with his 
new flexibility? He is now saying that 
"universal" will mean less than every
one. 

President Clinton now admits that 95 
percent is his coverage goal. However, 
he is still saying he is willing to rip up 
America's entire health care system. 
That means the 85 percent of Ameri
cans who have coverage they like will 
be sacrificed on the altar of a big gov
ernment program for the ostensible 
purpose of maybe covering 10 percent 
more. 

The most logical way to improve the 
Nation's health care would be to help 
the 10 percent, not endanger the 85 per
cent, unless your real goal is some
thing else. 

President Clinton's new health policy 
still owes more to ideology than flexi
bility; the only difference now is that 
it is more evident. 

TAX CUTS, JOBS, AND SPENDING 
TITLE 

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, what
ever happened to the middle class tax 
cut? Where is it? Or did candidate Clin
ton actually promise to end tax cuts as 
we know them? Because, instead of get
ting a middle class tax cut, we have got 
a tax increase on Social Security, a tax 
increase on gas which affects every sin
gle American in this country, and a tax 
increase on subchapter S corporations 
and self-employed individuals, which 
has caused a sluggish recovery and a 
decrease in the number of new jobs cre
ated as compared to the jobs created 
under the Reagan-Bush administration, 
which was the largest peacetime expan
sion in the history of our country, with 
18 million new jobs created. 

Mr. Speaker, on top of this, we are 
going to increase spending approxi
mately $400 billion over the next 5 
years. Because, you see, in Washington, 
when we talk about cuts, we actually 
mean a decrease in the projected in
crease. We are not talking about spend
ing less money than we did the year be
fore. 

0 1030 
That is what a decrease is about, not 

the games we are playing now. 
Mr. Speaker, let us not forget the 

middle class. They are paying for ev
erything. Let us give them that tax 
cut. Let us fulfill the President's cam
paign promise. 

INTELLIGENCE AUTHORIZATION 
ACT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HUTTO). Pursuant to House Resolution 
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468 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 
the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the further consideration of the 
bill, H.R. 4299. 

D 1031 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
4299) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1995 for intelligence and in
telligence-related activities of the U.S. 
Government, the Community Manage
ment Account, and the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. WISE, Chairman pro tempore, 
in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Tuesday, July 19, 1994, the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. GILMAN] had been disposed 
of, and the bill was open for amend
ment at any point. 

Are there any further amendments to 
the bill? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word to tell my 
colleagues that there are basically two 
sets of amendments left. The gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] has an amendment on 
counternarcotics, and the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. Goss] and myself 
will have a collection of amendments 
on the issue of secrecy. Then that is it, 
and we should be able to finish this 
bill, hopefully, within the next hour. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FRANK OF 
MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 
Chairman, I offer an amendment which 
was printed in the RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FRANK of Mas

sachusetts: Page 4, after line 23, add the fol
lowing: 
SEC. 104. REDUCTION IN COUNTERNARCOTIC 

AND DRUG INTERDICTION FUNDS. 
The amounts authorized to be appropriated 

under section 101 for counternarcotic activi
ties and drug interdiction, as specified in the 
classified Schedule of Authorizations pre
pared to accompany the bill R.R. 4299 of the 
One Hundred Third Congress, are hereby re
duced by $100,000,000. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts (during 
the reading). Mr. Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the 
gentleman from Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. 

Chairman, let me just clarify for my 
colleagues, the chairman of the com
mittee said that he and the ranking 
Republican had a collection of amend
ments on secrecy. He could not tell 

Members exactly how many, because I 
think that is a secret. But it will be
come clear later on if Members will 
look very carefully. We do not want 
the enemy to find out how many 
amendments we have because who 
knows what that might lead to. 

Mr. Chairman, what I want to do 
today is to discuss the urgent need for 
a change in the way we deal with nar
cotics. This Congress has spent a great 
deal of its time and energy concerned 
about crime, legitimately. It is frus
trating because the major instruments 
in the battle against crime are not 
wielded from the Federal Capitol, they 
are State and local entities. But we are 
trying very hard to do our best to be 
helpful. 

Unfortunately, I think we have in 
place a national policy regarding drugs 
which is significantly unhelpful. We 
have historically spent most of the 
money we spend dealing with drugs on 
a futile effort physically to keep var
ious narcotics out of the United States. 
This is a very free country. We have a 
great deal of freedom of personal trav
el. We have people who are secure in 
their persons and in their possessions 
from unreasonable searches, and we 
have an economy that is extraor
dinarily open. 

Given the number of people who 
come and go from the United States 
every day, given the amount of goods 
that are sent into the United States ei
ther in the company of individuals or 
shipped in, it is physically impossible 
for us substantially to affect the quan
tity of narcotics shipped into this 
country. 

In fairness to the armed services and 
to the military auxiliaries and to the 
police and to all of the other agencies, 
given the freedom of the United States, 
if we told them that we wanted them 
to keep all horses out of the United 
States they would probably do a very 
good job and keep most of the horses 
out. Some would get smuggled in. As 
the entity gets smaller, particularly 
when it gets so valuable, it is fruitless. 
I do not believe that anyone has been 
able to point to any significant success 
in our efforts physically to reduce the 
availability of drugs in America. I 
want to repeat that, because I do not 
think there is a policy in the United 
States that has gotten more rhetorical 
support and more money and produced 
less. No one claims that we have made 
any significant dent in the flow that 
comes in. 

What we do is divert enormous 
amounts of money from a strapped 
Government. What we should be doing 
is putting money into other places. I 
have proposed a cut of $100 million be
cause this policy is so futile, and I 
would say it is not my impression that 
the committee thinks that this policy 
is very effective insofar as it reduces 
drugs in America. One suggestion is it 
may be useful because it will raise the 
price so people have to steal more. 

Mr. Chairman, what I would like to 
do is cut $100 million and make that 
available. I cannot under the rules do 
that here, but there are three other 
purposes that seem to me much wor
thy, local law enforcement, deficit re
duction, and drug treatment and edu
cation. So I would hope we would re
duce this $100 million that is being 
wasted on a futile effort that has been 
historically unsuccessful, for good rea
sons, because it cannot succeed, and 
make that money available for some 
combination which the House and the 
Senate would chose for deficit reduc
tion, local law enforcement and drug 
treatment. 

That is the purpose of this amend
ment and I hope it is adopted. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. I rise in 
opposition to my good friend's amend
ment. I would suggest that indeed 
there are very specific examples of suc
cess in our efforts to reduce the quan
tity of illegal narcotics being sent into 
the United States. 

Madam Chairman, let me be specific. 
First of all, the Federal Government 
last year seized 110 metric tons of co
caine, which is about 14 percent of the 
estimated production. In addition, co
operative Latin American governments 
seized an additional 130 metric tons of 
cocaine. These seizures would not have 
been possible without good intel
ligence. Intelligence is absolutely cru
cial, and the last thing we need to do is 
to reduce our efforts at providing good 
intelligence aimed at interdiction. This 
$100 million cut would cripple our abil
ity to interdict. 

Let me go further. Total world sei
zures of cocaine alone last year was 265 
metric tons' worth over $40 billion on 
the street. This lost income to both the 
Cali and the Medellin cartels has had a 
significant impact on their operations. 

Beyond that, there are other exam
ples of intelligence successes with re
gard to our battle against the shipment 
of illegal narcotics into this country. 
The successful hunt for Pablo Escobar 
was only possible with the assistance 
of intelligence to find his pattern of ac
tivity and identify his various hiding 
spots. 

In Bolivia, "Meco" Dominguez was 
captured, and in Peru another drug 
lord was captured. Suppliers of the Cali 
cartel were arrested, and this man is 
now serving a life sentence. 

Indeed, the last thing we need to do 
is to reduce these efforts, and there are 
many specific examples of success. 

My good friend from Massachusetts 
says that we should spend this money, 
this $100 million in other ways. One of 
the ways he suggests we should spend 
it is more money into drug treatment. 
I wish drug treatment . were successful, 
but the sad truth, the hard fact is that 
about 86 percent of all people who go 
into drug treatment programs end up 
back on drugs. There is only about a 
14-percent or 15-percent success rate. 
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So as sad as it is, the harsh reality is 

that drug treatment does not work 
very well at all. So we should instead 
of taking money away from interdic
tion and putting it into programs that 
do not work very effectively, we should 
not be throwing up our hands in de
spair and in effect saying let them ship 
illegal narcotics into the United 
States. 

0 1040 

Instead we should be intensifying our 
efforts, because, indeed, the facts are 
very clear that we have been able to 
put a significant dent in their efforts, 
and for that reason, if no other reason, 
for that reason alone we should reject 
the amendment. 

I urge a vote against this amendment 
to cripple our drug-fighting efforts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHUSTER. I yield to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, there is an interest
ing statistical quirk we have just seen. 
The gentleman said this is a very good 
program because we have seized 14 per
cent of the drugs which were made, and 
denigrated drug treatment because it 
only helps 14 percent of the recipients. 
So apparently 14 percent can be either 
a sign of enormous success or an indi
cation of total failure depending on 
which side of the argument you are on. 

Mr. SHUSTER. Reclaiming my time, 
I would point out to the gentleman the 
14-percent figure only represented what 
our Government alone did, and when 
you look at what Latin America did, it 
was about another 15 percent you add 
on top of this worldwide, so the total 
figure is a higher figure, but beyond 
the statistics even more importantly 
is, in my view, the U.S. position should 
be that we are not going to throw up 
our hands and simply let the 
narcotraffickers ship their product into 
this country. 

We should have an effort, a war, if 
you will, against these 
narcotraffickers, and we should do it 
because it is effective. It is not as ef
fective as it should be. I would like it 
to be more effective, but we certainly 
should not throw up our hands in de
spair. 

Mr. COLEMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I do rise in opposi
tion to this specific amendment. 

Yet, at the same time, I think it is 
important for us to concede that a lot 
of us have been unsure about all of the 
dollars and where they have gone and 
resources we have used in the overall 
war on drugs, and I know that many of 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle 
have said if we are going to have a war 
on drugs, we ought to at least declare 
it. 

I know the total number of dollars 
we have spent has been questioned. In
deed, I should tell my colleague from 
Massachusetts that the Committee on 
Intelligence, the full committee, in its 
final hearing did question it and, in
deed, we are demanding a report back 
from specific sectors of the Depart
ment of Defense with respect to the 
total allocation here. 

It is not a matter of saying that we 
are going to rubberstamp in this legis
lation everything that someone has in 
terms of an idea about how we will uti
lize our funding. Nonetheless, I fought 
very hard not to cut the drug interdic
tion dollars, because I happen to rep
resent a district through which many 
drugs are disseminated, .~nd represent
ing a district such as I do, we recognize 
the vast importance of providing dol
lars as the gentleman from Massachu
setts suggests in the treatment, in edu
cation, and certainly in terms of the 
whole policing, because we think, 
many of us believe, that is a key com
ponent of it. 

I should tell you Joint Task Force 6, 
which is also in my legislative district, 
certainly provides much of that kind of 
assistance. In fact, the El Paso intel
ligence community itself does well, 
EPIC, in providing resources, assets, 
and information to local law enforce
ment and throughout the entire United 
States. All 50 States now fully partici
pate with the exchange of that kind of 
information. 

It is not just a simple problem of say
ing we can only do one thing or the 
other. I am one of those that have al
ways believed, like many of you, that 
we cannot just fight this war on drugs 
or this battle in only one place. It kind 
of reminds me of a football team, when 
you say, "Well, we are going to field a 
great football team. Oh, by the way, we 
are missing a guard, a tight end, a 
tackle. We cannot do those; we cannot 
afford those players. What we are going 
to do is just try to fight this contest 
with what we have and what is left." I 
do not think we can do that. I think we 
have got to do it all across the front. I 
think we have got to do it with edu
cation. 

I share the concern of my colleague 
from Massachusetts about perhaps 
some of the lack of direction and fund
ing that we have gone through, but I 
must say we should not give up the 
idea we can interdict drugs, as tough as 
that is, and I share his concern about 
the telling statistics about some of our 
failures. Yet, at the same time, I think 
were we not doing what we have done 
in the area of interdiction and law en
forcement, the problem would be much, 
much greater than it is. 

So I am proud of those people who 
have been out there on the front lines. 
I happen to represent a lot of them. I, 
for one, think a cut of this magnitude 
is not the appropriate thing to do. I 
would hope that my colleague and 

those who will join him in voting for 
this amendment would only help us 
and provide us with the kind of follow
up procedures throughout the course of 
this year and stay with us on this 
issue, because I fought some of these 
cuts, and sometimes in a fairly lonely 
battle. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. If the 
gentleman will yield further, I thank 
the gentleman for the very thoughtful 
proposal. I would just say, since we are 
dealing with drugs and to some extent 
cocaine, to carry out his football anal
ogy, maybe we need more nose guards. 

The fundamental point I would make 
is I am glad to hear he and others on 
the committee intend to hold people 
accountable. 

I remember when it was first pro
posed to put the military heavily into 
this issue, the military resisted. They 
did not want to do it. Frankly, I am a 
little suspicious that some of their en
thusiasm came from the fact that back 
then in the early 1980's they did not 
need it for budgetary purposes; now 
they do. 

I am glad to hear what the gen
tleman said. I just wanted to say I will 
be glad to work with him in establish
ing criteria for success as to what we 
think is working, and its impact should 
be measured by what happens in the 
United States. I welcome that, and I 
will be available to cooperate with my 
friends, and I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. COLEMAN. I will continue to 
urge, of course, my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. GILMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op
position to the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts to 
cut our Nation's vital drug intelligence 
and interdiction efforts. This amend
ment will cripple these vital functions 
in the battle against the scourge of 
drugs. 

Drugs, I might add, are related to 
more than one-third of the violent 
crime, one-half of the murders in the 
United States, while adding billions to 
our heal th care costs, and destroying 
much of our inner cities and large 
numbers of our youth today. Our drug 
war cannot afford this cut and pur
ported savings. 

Any battle against drugs, or any 
other enemy for that matter, requires 
sound intelligence to be effective. We 
need eyes and ears in the front lines of 
this war against sophisticated drug 
cartels which do not operate in the 
open, or play by anyone's rules. Intel
ligence provides the much needed eyes 
and ears to combat those drug traffick
ers. 

Sadly, we have already seen disas
trous cuts, and unbelievable bungling 
by this administration in our overseas 
interdiction, and counternarcotics in
telligence efforts. We cannot stand by, 
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and permit further erosion of our vital 
efforts against the international nar
cotics trade. 

The amendment before us does just 
that, make no mistake about that. 

The critics of our counternarcotics 
efforts continuously state that nothing 
works, the drugs pour in, and our drug 
problem just doesn't get any better. 
Those critics are wrong. We have made 
significant progress over the recent 
years. 

But, let us examine the critics' argu
ments. I ask these critics, What would 
the impact be of tons of additional co
caine-for example, fiscal year 1992, 137 
metric tons seized-on our city streets, 
schools, and to our young, if we did not 
get a handle on these narcotics over
seas, before they reach the United 
States? 

By the time drugs have reached the 
nickel and dime bags on our city 
streets and in our schools, we have in 
many ways already lost the battle. 
That is why our overseas coun
ternarcotics and interdiction efforts 
are so important. 

In fiscal year 1991 the total U.S.-for
eign seizures amounted to 140 metric 
tons of cocaine, or 14.6 percent of 
worldwide cocaine production. In fiscal 
year 1992 we seized 137 metric tons of 
cocaine, or 14.1 percent of the world's 
production. Those impressive results 
didn't come from random luck, but 
they flowed from hard intelligence 
work, needed to defeat the traffickers. 

Actions have consequences as you 
can see, and to the benefit of the traf
fickers clearly if we were to cut our 
successful interdiction and counter
narcotics efforts. 

We can only guess at the added costs 
in violent crime, health care, drug 
treatment, and loss of lives in Amer
ican society today from more cocaine 
from Colombia or heroin from Burma 
and onto our streets, and in our 
schools, from this precipitous act of 
cutting our drug intelligence efforts. 

Let us not further weaken our Na
tion's war against drugs by this severe 
cut in our counternarcotics intel
ligence and interdiction efforts. I urge 
my colleagues to defeat the amend
ment before us. 

0 1050 
Mr. MICA. Madam Chairman, I move 

to strike the last word. 
Madam Chairman and my colleagues, 

I rise today in opposition to this 
amendment. My colleagues, the House 
Committee on Foreign Affairs recently 
held joint hearings on United States 
drug policy in the western hemisphere. 
I had the opportunity to attend these 
hearings, and I wish that many of our 
other colleagues could have been there. 
Let me say that testimony that I heard 
revealed a drug policy of the United 
States which is in total chaos. What 
was revealed was shocking for the Na
tion and also for my State of Florida. 

Cocaine air trafficking is up 20 per
cent. The heroin supply has increased 
44 percent, other illegal drugs and nar
cotics are not far behind. 

Now, we have before us today a pro
posal to gut our drug enforcement in
telligence capability. At this time I 
really cannot think of anything that 
could be more ill-conceived or ill
thought-out by this congress than to 
go forward with the proposal advocated 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

I believe that we are on the verge, 
quite frankly, of an onslaught of illegal 
narcotics unlike anything this country 
has ever witnessed. And I am not one 
to stand here and say that I have not 
tried to do something about this situa
tion. 

Recently this spring I asked Chair
man CONYERS of the House Cammi ttee 
on government Operations to conduct 
an oversight hearing on the adminis
tration's drug policy. Over 130 Mem
bers, bipartisan Members, signed that 
request. To date there still has not 
been a total oversight hearing On the 
U.S. policy, which continues to be a 
disaster. 

A step today, in adopting this amend
ment, would be another disaster. Let 
us look at what has happened. On May 
1 this administration suddenly reversed 
its practice of sharing our intelligence 
and radar equipment to attack the 
planes of narco-terrorists. With just 
this one small step, Colombia, Peru, 
and Bolivia, where nearly 100 percent 
of the world's cocaine is produced, were 
kicked in the face and betrayed by a 
reversal of U.S. policy. This was an
other one of these twists and turns in 
our disorganized U.S. drug policy. For
tunately, the administration, after this 
hearing, did reverse itself and has de
cided again to continue its past policy 
of sharing this intelligence inf orma
tion. 

We see from just this one incident 
the importance of sharing intelligence. 

Now we have before us an amend
ment to cut $100 million from our 
counter-narcotics and drug interdic
tion programs. My colleagues, with our 
international drug policy in disarray, 
with wholesale cutbacks in drug inter
diction and enforcement mechanisms, 
with a genocide of young male African
Americans in this country, with mixed 
signals being sent to our children by 
this administration, with crime so 
closely linked to illegal drugs and nar
cotics-I ask is this really the time to 
consider a proposal like this, to cut our 
drug enforcement funds and our intel
ligence capability? I urge my col
leagues today to defeat this amend
ment. I urge you to look at this whole 
drug policy, this disorganized policy, 
this sad message that is being sent to 
our country, and this bad message that 
would be sent by adoption of this 
amendment. 

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise in vigorous opposition to the 
amendment. We have been going 
through now a period of time in which 
we are talking about the cold war end
ing and whether or not additional 
funds are necessary. We do this in de
fense, now we are doing it in intel
ligence. But what is underlying here in 
this particular amendment has nothing 
to do with any of that. It has to do 
with a war that we are continually 
waging on the streets of every city of 
this country, every town, every rural 
and urban area. 

No one is spared the scourge of the 
increase in drugs in this country. 
There are areas, though, that we can 
point to to say that we have had great 
success. We have had great success in 
our interdiction efforts. There is no 
question about it. 

just in my home district of south 
Florida, along the southeastern Atlan
tic coast of this country, flying out of 
Key West we have had a tremendous 
successful effort. Yet we are finding 
that we are having to every day get up 
and in some way defend what is work
ing in this country. 

Our interdiction efforts right now, we 
are getting $20 of drugs off the street 
for every dollar that we invest. The in
telligence effort is a vital, a vital part 
of this overall network in reducing the 
amount of drugs that are coming here 
to the United States. 

With this vote it is not about defense 
contractors, it is not about saving 
military hardware, military machines; 
what we are talking about is investing 
in the young people of this country. 

My colleagues from Florida men
tioned the young African-Americans; 
we are talking about the people who 
are mostly impacted by drugs in this 
country, particularly cocaine. We have 
found that in inner cities the youth of 
this country, people who are having 
the hardest time to get up the Amer
ican economic ladder and share in the 
American dream, their future is being 
dashed and it is being dashed because 
of the fact that the drugs are out there. 
It impacts not only in the drug use but 
it impacts in crime, in the future abil
ity to go forward. 

Let us not give up something that is 
working. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

The problem is this: Everyone who 
has spoken against the amendment-
and I think there are still two or three 
people from Florida who did not man
age to get up yet-but everybody who 
has spoken against this amendment 
has talked about the amount of drugs 
we have seized. No one has talked 
about less drugs out on the streets, be
cause there is a disconnect. 
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Now let me give an analogy: If we put 

out a lot of rain barrels, the next time 
it rained real hard we would collect a 
lot of rain. But no one would be made 
dry by that. We would then talk about 
our anti-rain policy because we col
lected all this rainwater. But the 
amount of rainwater that fell on people 
would not be affected. 

Yes, we collect a lot of drugs, but 
given substitutability, given their 
flexibility, unfortunately I have seen 
no evidence that that has reduced the 
supply of drugs on the street. 

What I am talking about is in fact 
trying to put money into programs 
that will be more effective, both law 
enforcement and treatment and edu
cation, than what we now do. The prob
lem is not that we are not catching 
drugs out there, but that because it 
then comes up in another country and 
another country, people increase their 
efforts, that has not, in all this time, 
had a salutary impact on the situation 
in America. 

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts is certainly one of the 
more intelligent and articulate Mem
bers of this House, but he is not using 
his head on this one. What the gen
tleman is saying is, "Let us allow more 
drugs to come into the country." The 
gentleman from New York just a few 
minutes ago gave you a statistic about 
the amount of drugs that we are indeed 
taking off of the streets. 

We are reducing the supply of drugs 
in this country by the efforts that we 
are undertaking here. And we are just 
talking about what we are taking out; 
what would be actually out there, 
grown and produced in addition to 
what we have taken out is anyone's 
guess. But we know, except for our in
telligence effort that we would not 
only be interdicting the supply coming 
into the country but we would be en
couraging others to produce more 
drugs, which would again increase the 
supply even more. It is unthinkable. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield to me? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I just think this is an inter
esting variation of the Joycelyn Elders 
school of fighting the drug scourge by 
defining it out of existence, turning 
our back on it, it will just go away. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman once again . . 

Madam Chairman, the gap between 
what the gentleman from Illinois just 
said and rP-ality is very great. I know 
he sort of strolled in late. No one is 
talking about that. That really de
means the whole debate. If in fact we 

are going to talk seriously, as others 
have done, that is one thing. What the 
gentleman from Illinois has just said 
has no relation to anything. No one is 
talking about ignoring it, no one is 
talking about defining it out of exist
ence. What I was talking about was 
more law enforcement-

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. SHAW] has 
·expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. SHAW 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
continue to yield? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I 
thank the gentleman. 

Madam Chairman, the fact is that 
nothing in what I said remotely resem
bles what the gentleman from Illinois 
was talking about. The fact is that I 
was talking about more law enforce
ment, more education, more treat
ment. The problem is not ignoring 
drugs but how effectively to fight it. 

D 1100 
I do not think that physically catch

ing them overseas, unfortunately, has 
had any effect here. I think that I have 
not yet had anybody say to me, "Hey, 
we're in great shape in this city or that 
city, the other city because our inter
diction has worked to the point that 
they cannot buy any drugs." Unfortu
nately that does not work. But that is 
the rational level--

Mr. SHAW. In reclaiming my time, 
Madam Chairman, I say to the gen
tleman, "You're misguiding this de
bate. We are not talking about putting 
more money into police protection. We 
are not talking about putting more 
money into education." 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. I am. 
Mr. SHAW. The gentleman is, but 

that is not what the gentleman's 
amendment is saying. The gentleman 
is talking about let us cut what is 
working, and I think what the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] is 
talking about is there are certain 
things in the previous administration 
in the drug war that are working. Let 
us not try to dismantle what is work
ing. It is out there, and it is working, 
and I think it is tremendously impor
tant that we continue that. 

Now we can go ahead and talk about 
appropriating money for the different 
things that the gentleman is talking 
about, and I would support him on 
many of those. But let us not take it 
out of something that is working. It is 
like going into an AA meeting with a 
case of whiskey. One does not do that. 
What one does is try to reduce the sup
ply and continue the education. That is 
important. But do not continue the 
supply and make drugs more plentiful 
on the streets, make drugs greater in 

volume at a reduced price so that more 
people are getting hooked and more 
people are getting caught up in this 
terrible trap. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield just for 10 seconds? 

Mr. SHAW. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, the gentleman is 
correct. My amendment does not in it
self provide more law enforcement and 
treatment money, but I believe in the 
current budget situation, if we do not 
make cuts somewhere, we do not have 
the ability to do that, and my inten
tion would be to free up money to fight 
drugs in what I think is a more effec
tive way. 

Mr. SHAW. Madam Chairman, I fail 
to find logic in the gentleman's argu
ment as far as decreasing the amount 
of moneys that we are spending here in 
interdiction and in intelligence. It is 
vitally important we reject this 
amendment. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, let me just say 
that the gentleman from Massachu
setts raises an amendment which I will 
oppose today, but I do think that he 
raises some important subjects that 
need to be talked about. 

Now first, the reasons for opposing it 
are, one, funding for intelligence sup
port in counternarcotics activities is 
coming down radically now. The 
amounts recommended by the commit
tee are $600 million less than what was 
authorized 4 years ago. Within the 
amounts recommended this year, 
Madam Chairman, more than $50 mil
lion is fenced until a plan for making 
better use of radar in the detection and 
monitoring mission is received, so 
these moneys are coming down, and 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
FRANK] would bring them down so sig
nificantly that, I think, they would 
have a profound effect on interdiction. 

However, saying that, I do want to 
say that the committee's report re
flects frustration with the manage
ment of and inability to measure suc
cess in the past counterdrug strategy 
which was centered on detection· and 
monitoring of cocaine shipments in the 
transit zones. The funds recommended 
now are for a new strategy which 
places less emphasis on the transit 
zones and more focus on working coop
eratively with governments and na
tions, particularly in the Andean re
gion which are sources to identify traf
fickers and disrupt their organization. 

Further, significant reduction will 
curtail ongoing activities which sup
port the source-nation strategy of the 
Clinton administration, and further 
significant reductions will terminate 
intelligence collection programs fo
cused on heroin and the development of 



17190 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
interagency efforts against heroin at a 
time when there are indications that 
heroin abuse is a growing pro bl em in 
the United States. 

So, I urge the rejection of the amend
ment, however, if my colleagues look 
in the committee report on ·pages 36 
and 37, there is a long discussion about 
the inappropriate management of 
counternarcotics in recent years. One 
particular case involved counter
narcotics strategy in Venezuela where , 
because of lack of cooperation between 
the DEA and the Central Intelligence 
Agency, large amounts of uncontrolled 
cocaine came into the United States, 
and what we found is, over the years, 
that there has not been the kind of 
management of counternarcotics pro
grams which would prevent this kind of 
thing from happening, and it is very 
embarrassing when it happens-" 60 
Minutes" got hold of that particular 
one. But the fact of the matter is it is 
probably not the only one where there 
has been imperfect management. 

The problem with counternarcotics is 
we are not dealing with saints or an
gels in terms of the relationships we 
have with people who are in the narcot
ics struggle, so I understand that we 
will sometimes have problems, and I 
also believe that the CIA has taken 
some response to the Venezuelan case 
to ensure that the DEA will have full 
access to operational information that 
is developed, and this is another exam
ple of better cooperation that is needed 
between the CIA, the DIA,' and the FBI. 
But the fact of the matter is that there 
has been very serious management of 
the interagency narcotics problems, 
particularly in Latin America, and 
much improvement needs to be made. 

So, Madam Chairman, notwithstand
ing the fact that the committee op
poses this amendment, the committee 
does put the Central Intelligence Agen
cy, the DEA, and the folks involved in 
the Defense Department on notice that 
we expect them to improve their man
agement of these kinds of programs or 
in future years we are going to look 
less sympathetically on their budget 
request. 

Finally, Madam Chairman, I would 
say this. The gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK] indicates the pro
grams do not work, and then there has 
been some discussion that there is a 14-
percent efficiency factor in these kinds 
of things. Well, the fact of the matter 
is that the programs are needed, I be
lieve, in order to let the cartels know 
that we are not going to give them 
carte blanche, open access, into this 
country. I mean the real problem, obvi
ously, has to do with domestic usage , 
and interdiction probably will not stop 
very much when it is so profitable to 
bring in and sell illegal drugs into this 
country. 

But do we just give up because we do 
not interdict very much of the narcot
ics coming in? Do we give up particu-

larly when countries like the Colom
bians, and the Peruvians, and the Ec
uadorians, and the Bolivians are risk
ing life and limb to try to stop the nar
cotics traffickers in their countries? I 
say, no, we cannot give up, and, if we 
do give up, we open the doors even fur
ther to the Cali cartel and the other 
cartels that want to bring drugs into 
this country. So, I think it would be a 
mistake to say it is not worth the ef
fort. It is worth the effort. But I also 
think it is a mistake to think that the 
counternarcotics programs are being 
managed as well as they can be man
aged in the future. 

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, if I were someone 
who did not know the author of the 
amendment better, I would say this is 
an irresponsible amendment, $100 mil
lion out of our efforts to interdict 
drugs that are coming into this coun
try. That, in my estimation is some
thing that is literally indefensible. As 
a matter of fact, it is interesting that, 
as far as I know, only the author of the 
amendment has spoken in favor of the 
amendment and appears to have no 
support on his side of the aisle or ours. 

The fact is that over the last few 
months, Madam Chairman, the white 
flag of surrender has been raised on the 
drug war from the cutting of the drug 
czar's office by some 85 percent, to the 
cuts in the personnel at DEA and FBI, 
to the authorization for foreign affairs 
in which we made severe cuts in the ef
forts of international drug interdic
tion, and now this amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. FRANK] certainly sends, I think, 
the wrong signal, not only to the 
American public, but, even more im
portantly perhaps, to the world at 
large , and particularly to the drug 
lords who prey on people in our coun
try and others in selling their poison
ous product. 

It does not always have to be that 
way. As a matter of fact, when we had 
testimony recently from former DEA 
Administrator Judge Bonner, he point
ed out some interesting statistics to 
indicate that the policy of a strong 
interdiction effort coupled with strong 
law enforcement can bring some very 
good results and can, in fact, show that 
we can cut down the use of illegal 
drugs. For example, from 1985 to 1992, 
Madam Chairman, the number of co
caine users in this country, according 
to the National Institute of Drug 
Abuse, was reduced from 5.5 million in 
1985 to 1.3 million in 1992. Drops in 
other drug use besides cocaine hap
pened as well. On other ·drugs we saw 
half a million users in 1990, a drop 
down to 300,000 users in 1992. In mari
juana the use is down from 20 million 
users in 1990 to 9 million in 1992. We 
also saw the destruction of the 
Medellin cartel. Some people said that 

the Medellin cartel would go on for
ever, and it has essentially been de
stroyed. 
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Why? Because we have had the cour

age to work with other countries to 
consider interdiction as part of the 
overall law enforcement effort. 

My friend, the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts, says that he wants to 
strike the law enforcement. Can any
one name one law enforcement agency 
that supports his amendment? Is there 
one law enforcement agency in this 
country that supports the Frank 
amendment to cut $100 million from 
our efforts to interdict drugs? 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OXLEY. Yes, I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes, I 
have spoken to a number of police offi
cials, police chiefs, who support this. I 
do not have the list with me, but I will 
get it for the gentleman. I have found 
a lot of people who are in the local law 
enforcement business who would very 
much prefer to have resources made 
available to them rather than have 
this. I will have the list available for 
the gentleman. 

Mr. OXLEY. That is interesting be
cause I have not talked to one serious 
law enforcement official who does not 
believe that the interdiction effort is 
part and parcel of a strong antidrug 
policy in this country. No one is saying 
that it is the total answer, but as the 
chairman of the committee indicated, 
it is certainly part of a very important 
element in keeping drugs out of this 
country and providing the kind of sup
pqrt to the countries that are on the 
line fighting drugs. 

Will the gentleman concede that if 
his amendment were to pass and our 
interdiction efforts were lessened, 
more drugs, not less drugs, would come 
into this country? 

Mr. . FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OXLEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Yes. I 
would, and I would say, if I may finish 
my answer completely, that that would 
make unfortunately no difference in 
our drug problem. And I quote from the 
committee's report on page 37: 

Others, however, believe that progress 
should be measured by reductions in the 
amount of drugs flowing into the United 
States and increases in the street price of 
the drugs that result. If the latter is used as 
a measure, then the war on drugs might be 
considered a failure. 

I would say this is the conclusion in 
the committee report from which the 
minority members expressed no dissent 
in this report that I have. 

So the point I am making is that un
fortunately the amount of drugs that is 
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available in the street appears to be 
unaffected by these efforts. That is 
why I want to focus on efforts to deal 
with the problems in the street. I do 
not think that the interdiction would 
be considered a failure, and I think the 
committee has said that. 

The . CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. OXLEY] has 
expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. OXLEY 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Chairman, tak
ing back my time, if the gentleman 
were to concede that there would be a 
14-percent increase, if we believe the 
14-percent figure, in the amount of 
drugs on the street, then clearly law 
enforcement would have an even more 
difficult problem if the gentleman's 
amendment were to pass than before. 

My only point is that it makes it 
even more difficult because the street 
price would decrease and it would be 
easier for people to secure drugs, and 
we are going to have that many more 
people out there using illegal drugs 
and, by the way, committing at least 
half of the crime out there that we con
sider to be street crime. 

We have a multibillion dollar crime 
bill that is in the conference commit
tee, the President is trying to get us 
off the dime to pass it, we look at half 
of the crime being committed because 
of drugs, and then we are arguing about 
cutting $100 million out of interdiction 
efforts if the gentleman from Massa
chusetts were to have his way. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. OXLEY. Yes, I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. But I 
say that aotually that $100 million is 
wasted because with all of this, it is 
not affecting drug use in this country. 

And, by the way, on the argument 
that by substantially lowering the 
price we have made a big difference, if 
in fact it is available, raising the price 
so people steal more is not necessarily, 
it seems to me, a mark of success. I 
agree that the real problem here is the 
crime that is generated by drugs, but it 
is the American drug policy that exac
erbates this because this does not allow 
us to fight crime as successfully as we 
should. 

The point is, as the committee report 
says, that the interdiction efforts are 
not having any significant effect on 
drug availability in the street. 

That is why I would take that money 
and put it into other programs, law en
forcement and education and treat
ment, that deal better with the con
sequences of its being here. 

Mr. OXLEY. Madam Chairman, I 
would suggest simply that if a Member 
were to support the Frank amendment 
and really conclude that interdiction 
has been a failure and they are willing 

to completely abandon our interdiction 
efforts, it would be a low point in the 
debate in this House. I am fully con
fident that the Frank amendment, 
should we have a rollcall vote, would 
be defeated, and I ask for its defeat. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op
position to the Frank amendment. 
Nothing in my mind could be more 
foolhardy than to cut our efforts to re
duce the flow of drugs into the United 
States. There has been no abatement in 
the drug cartel's efforts to thwart U.S. 
supply reduction programs. I recently 
traveled to Panama and Colombia to 
review our counternarcptics programs, 
and the intelligence we provide to host 
nations in Latin Ainerica to facilitate 
their counternarcotics operations. I 
learned that they rely heavily on U.S. 
intelligence assets to provide them 
early warning and assist in their inter
diction programs. Our assistance is 
critical; yet, Mr. FRANK wants to deny 
this assistance by reducing counter
narcotics intelligence dollars. 

Intelligence is vital to interdiction 
successes. Without early warning intel
ligence, we are looking for needles in a 
haystack among the thousands of cars, 
ships, and planes coming to the United 
States. With intelligence we know 
where to concentrate resources to im
prove the probability of interdiction. 
Federal Government and Latin Amer
ican cocaine seizures totaled 240 metric 
tons last year. This number will surely 
drop if we cut drug intelligence spend
ing. 

What we need in the war on drugs is 
not a cut in funding, but better leader
ship. This has been clearest in the ad
ministration's most recent self-in
flicted wound. On May 1, without prior 
consultation with other Federal agen
cies or departments, the Department of 
Defense terminated the passage of 
radar tracking intelligence to the gov
ernments of Peru and Colombia. This 
had the immediate effect of undermin
ing the close working relationship be
tween these governments and the Unit
ed States. Equally important, these 
countries had begun effective air inter
diction campaigns designed to stop the 
shipment of raw cocaine from Peru to 
Colombia, which relied upon our infor
mation to make their programs work. 
These programs had reduced the flow of 
cocaine, dislocated the traffickers, and 
raised their operating expenses. But be
cause of an arguable legal interpreta
tion, DOD ceased to pass tracking data 
on the flights. 

At no time during the discussion of 
this problem did a senior administra
tion official step in to address the issue 
and make a decision. The problem with 
counternarcotics programs is not 
counternarcotics intelligence, it is 
that, too often, no one is in charge and 
will make policy decisions. Indeed, as 

Mr. FRANK knows since he read the 
classified annex to this year's author
ization bill, the committee took very 
specific and direct action to address 
shortfalls in leadership arising from 
the radar incident. 

Because this program is classified, we 
must discuss the effects of the proposed 
cut largely in generalities without de
tailing how specific counternarcotics 
programs will be endangered. Let me 
assure you, however, if this amend
ment passes, we will see an upsurge in 
drugs on our streets. 

Mr. HUGHES. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUGHES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that all debate 
on this amendment and all amend
ments thereto end in 15 minutes. · 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

Mr. COMBEST. Reserving the right 
to object, Madam Chairman, let me 
ask, how would we divide the time? 
Would the time begin after the gen
tleman from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] 
has finished, or before? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
would give the gentleman from New 
Jersey his full 5 minutes, and I would 
ask that all debate on this amendment 
end in 20 minutes. I would take 15 min
utes, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] would take 5 min
utes, and I would yield time to the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE] and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
YOUNG]. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, 
would we have time on this side? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
let me amend my request. I ask unani
mous consent that House debate end in 
20 minutes after the gentleman from 
New Jersey has completed, with the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST] 
to have 10 minutes, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK] to 
have 5 minutes, and I would retain 5 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair under
stands the request relates to this 
amendment and all amendments there
to? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. That is correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 

to the request of the gentleman from 
Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Chair recog

nizes the gentleman from New Jersey 
[Mr. HUGHES] for 5 minutes. 
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Mr. HUGHES. Madam Chairman, let 

me first of all congratulate our distin
guished colleague, the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK], for his 
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amendment. I am not going to support 
it, but I think he does us a great serv
ice, because I think the gentleman is 
partially right about many of his ob
servations. 

I think part of the problem with in
telligence gathering in the 
counternarcotics area is like so many 
other aspects of our law enforcement 
component in this country, and that is 
we have so many agencies that are in
volved in the activity, few of whom 
speak to one another, share informa
tion, and basically try to reduce the 
kind of waste we see in this area, intel
ligence gathering, and in so many 
other areas. 

My greatest regret over the years is 
that the so-called drug czar has never 
worked very effectively. They have 
never attempted to, unfortunately, 
eliminate the overlap and the duplica
tion that exists in almost all of our en
forcement agencies. 

A few years ago when we developed 
the new center for intelligence gather
ing in the intelligence community, I 
think we made one of the biggest mis
takes, although it has not been funded 
and has not been staffed like originally 
envisioned. Because again I think we 
are moving in the direction of balkani
zation of intelligence gathering. Hey, 
folks, they do not talk to one another. 
In the some 10 years I chaired the Sub
committee on Crime, throughout all 
the oversight hearings, I was amazed at 
how little cooperation there is among 
agencies. I think there is a little more 
than we have today, but it is certainly 
not what it should be. And I want to 
congratulate the distinguished chair
man from Kansas of the Permanent Se
lect Committee on Intelligence for the 
oversight hearings I am informed they 
have conducted. 

I ref er you to page 37 of the commit
tee report, where they talk about the 
lack of coordination, and I read from 
the committee report: 

The committee is concerned that coordina
tion of counternarcotics intelligence efforts 
involve too many personnel spread among 
too many "centers." Although the CIA cre
ated a counternarcotics center a number of 
years ago, it is a center in name only. For 
example, the CIA center only has one 
detailee from the Defense Intelligence Agen
cy. There are over 200 personnel in CIA's 
counternarcotics center, and a lesser number 
working at the DIA's Counterdrug Joint In
telligence Center. In addition, there are per
sonnel in the Department of Defense joint 
task force centers spread around the country 
and defense department personnel at the 
Southern Command in Panama. These intel
ligence community resources do not include 
DEA, Coast Guard, Customs, and other asso
ciated agencies. The El Paso Intelligence 
Center, EPIC, which is supposed to comprise 
most of the law enforcement agencies in the 
El Paso center, "or the newly established 
National Drug Intelligence Center." 

The fact of the matter is that we 
have basically balkanized the intel
ligence gathering in this country. In
stead of attempting to bring all those 

resources together in El Paso, as once 
envisioned, where we could bring all 
the agencies to one location, where 
they would have to feed that kind of 
intelligence, basically collate, dissemi
nate it, not just to our domestic intel
ligence agencies, but throughout the 
world, what we are doing is collecting 
all that data, and each one basically 
hordes that data in many instances be
cause it is their work product. They 
want to work those cases. And we have 
contributed to that, and we continue to 
contribute to that. 

I hope that we reach the day when we 
understand that we can do a far better 
job than we have done. There has got 
to be one lead agency, in my judgment, 
and we should have one center for col
lecting that data and disseminating it. 

I understand why the intelligence 
comm uni ties come across that infor
mation, but in many instances, the 
CIA, for instance, has different human 
resources. They have to create new re
sources. They are, I think, because of 
the nature of security, themselves 
compartmentalized and balkanized, 
and I think it is an absolute mistake. 

So I think while the gentleman, I 
think, is not doing what I would like to 
see us do, I think he has pointed up the 
fact that there is a lot of waste in this 
program and that we can do a far bet
ter job than we have done. And intel
ligence gathering should be strength
ened, not weakened. We need to invest 
more resources in the Foreign Coopera
tive Program, because the more infor
mation we can collect around the world 
at the source, I think the more we can 
disseminate, and prevent it from com
ing to this country and other coun
tries. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUGHES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
think the gentleman raises an excel
lent point. The recent example with 
these ground-based radars in the Ande
an nations is a classic example of the 
kind of bureaucratic redtape that af
flicts the drug war. This was at a high
er level, but we ended the sharing of in
formation overnight to countries which 
were fighting the drug war because of 
legal problems in this country, but 
without the kind of coordination that 
was necessary to effectively deal with 
the problem. That mistake at a high 
level has filtered down to much lower 
levels as well. 

Mr." HUGHES. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, I would reject the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts [Mr. FRANK], but I think. 
we need to get on with the business of 
getting our act together. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Illinois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Madam Chairman, my 
problem with the amendment offered 

by the gentleman from Massachusetts, 
which I do understand, is that it raises 
the white flag on one aspect of the drug 
war, and that is on interdiction. We 
have to deal with supply as well as de
mand. I will concede, if there were not 
a demand, there would not be a supply. 
But there are many fronts in this war. 
And to just surrender on interdiction 
and say look, we are only stopping 14 
percent of it, therefore let us give up 
the game and let us put the money on 
law enforcement and rehabilitation, 
frankly, and parenthetically I might 
add, rehabilitation has not been all 
that stellar an accomplishment, and 
for very good reasons. But I do not say 
give up on rehabilitation. I do not say 
give up on interdiction. But if we can 
stop this poison at its source, or in 
transit, before it gets distributed in 
this country, you will not need as 
much rehabilitation as evidently we 
do. 

Now, the gentleman from Massachu
setts [Mr. FRANK] has said the interdic
tion has failed miserably, or there have 
been no significant interdictions. And 
we have heard the opposite in terms of 
statistics from the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. SHUSTER] and the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. COMBEST], 
who have talked about this. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Brief 
correction, since the gentleman got 
one of my sentences wrong: I did not 
say there has been no significant inter
dictions. I said the interdictions have 
had no significant effect in reducing 
the availability of drugs on the street. 

Mr. HYDE. Reclaiming my time, if 
that is the posture of the gentleman, I 
think it is even more illogical, because 
what is interdicted does not get dis
tributed on the street. It does not get 
cut, it does not get sold or given away. 
It remains in the government ware
houses for destruction. 

So I just think there is a logical fal
lacy in what the gentleman says. 

The drug war has been faltering, and 
the problems with it have been well il
lustrated by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] and others. But 
what is required is leadership, a seri
ousness on the part of government to 
for get the turf wars and to get on the 
ball, to get with it, and to get serious. 
This has to be done, because we are 
dealing with enormous amounts of 
money, we are dealing with murder on 
the installment plan for our young peo
ple and for older people who are ad
dicted. We need to spend more money 
learning. how to rehabilitate people. 
Because, frankly, once you come out of 
this treatment, you are thrown right 
back into the environment that en
couraged the addiction or the incen
tives for the addiction, and you have 
not really solved a pro bl em. 
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But we need all of these means of at

tacking this terrible scourge. But do 
not surrender on interdiction. Make it 
work better, rather than just walking 
away and saying we will spend the 
money elsewhere better. We need to 
spend more money in many directions, 
but do not surrender on interdiction. 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. YOUNG]. 

Mr. YOUNG of Florida. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
Frank amendment. 

Madam Chairman, this is not a mere 
across-the-board cut such as we deal 
with so often here in the House on ap
propriations bills. This is a major cut. 
It is a cut that the country cannot af
ford to make. 

While we debate about spending 
money for intelligence activities relat
ed to the drug effort, the drug lords do 
not have to worry about this. They do 
not have to sit around with competing 
agencies deciding what to do or when, 
or where to get the money. The drug 
lords do not have to go to a Committee 
on Appropriations to get an appropria
tion. They do not have to go to the 
House of Representatives or to the Sen
ate. They do not have to go to a Presi
dent to sign a bill. 

D 1130 

The leader of the cartel makes a de
cision and that is the way it is. That 
makes them a very formidable enemy 
and a formidable target. It is impor
tant that we maintain our ability to 
the best of our ability to combat those 
who would infest this Nation and this 
world with illegal drugs. 

They have their own intelligence ca
pabilities, believe me. The drug lords, 
the dr-ug cartels have intelligence that 
in some cases is more effective than 
ours because they are not handcuffed 
with the rules and the regulations that 
our drug enforcement agents are. 

In addition, part of intelligence is 
technology. We have good technology 
in our intelligence community, but the 
drug lords have good technology as 
well and they do not have to get some
body's permission to buy it. They buy 
it because they have plenty of money, 
the money that comes from the poor 
individuals who put all of the money 
they earn or steal into purchasing 
these drugs. 

The drug lords do not have those 
handcuffs. And they do have effective 
intelligence operations. 

\7e cannot afford to let down our 
guard. We have got to continue this 
war against drugs. Maybe it is not 
easy. Some of the targets are difficult 
to .work with because they are not fet
tered by the rules and regulations that 
our folks are. 

We have heard some complaints and 
criticisms today about the effective
ness of this program. Yesterday during 
the debate on the major part of the in-

telligence authorization bill, we also 
had complaints about the intelligence 
community not doing as good a job as 
it could. 

I think we could concede that. None 
of us is doing as good a job as we would 
like or as good a job as maybe we 
could. But here is what has been for
gotten in this whole debate, whether it 
deals with dollars for drug enforcement 
or collecting intelligence against drug 
cartels or whether it is against a hos
tile military target. The truth of the 
matter is, Madam Chairman, while we 
hear about the mistakes and we hear 
about a failure from time to time, the 
truth is, because of the nature of the 
intelligence business, because of the 
necessity for secrecy, because of the 
importance of having these operations 
clandestine in order for them to work, 
the general public very seldom ever 
hears about the successes. 

I would like to say here today, 
Madam Chairman, and to my col
leagues, there are many successes in 
the intelligence work against the drug 
cartels. There are many successes in 
the intelligence activities in other 
areas of interest to our national secu
rity. And so we should not be lulled to 
sleep by a few errors or a few mistakes. 
We should continue aggressively to 
correct those errors and to prevent 
those mistakes, but let us not overlook 
the real honest fact that our intel
ligence community has done a pretty 
good job. The Nation is still free. 

But because of the necessity for se
crecy and clandestine operations, the 
general public seldom hears about 
those successes. And I say again, there 
are many. 

Let us defeat this Frank amendment. 
Let me add a couple of more points, 

why I think we should defeat this 
amendment. 

A reduction of $100 million in the 
NFIP and TIARA fiscal year 1995 
counternarcotics budgets will prevent 
us from making the programmatic in
vestments necessary to support the 
President's counternarcotics policy as 
specifically directed and laid out in the 
National Drug Control Strategy and 
Presidential Directives. Specifically, 
this reduction will force us to severely 
curtail highly successful 
counternarcotics interagency and re
gional efforts developed over the past 3 
years to disrupt and dismantle major 
cocaine organizations which pose a 
threat to the United States. 

This reduction will terminate essen
tial human intelligence and technical 
collection programs to counter the her
oin threat at a time when all indica
tions point to an escalation of the her
oin problem in the United States. 

This reduction would terminate the 
development of interagency efforts 
similar to those used for cocaine to at
tack major heroin targets. 

This reduction would eliminate effec
tive support to the U.S. interdiction 

coordinator and the national interdic
tion command and control structure at 
a time when more precise intelligence 
is required to direct scarce interdiction 
assets in the transit zones. 

It would severely curtail our efforts 
to detect and assess emerging areas of 
coca and poppy production in support 
of policy decisionmaking. 

The Frank amendment would se
verely diminish CIA's capability to as
sess the destabilizing effect of narcot
ics trafficking organizations on the po
litical and social structures of coun
tries. 

This reduction would prevent critical 
research and development efforts and 
the application of sophisticated tech
nology to support counternarcotics op
erations and analysis. 

And it would disrupt the community 
coordination process currently in place 
between various Government agencies 
to use available resources efficiently 
and achieve cost savings. For example, 
the counternarcotics community has 
established interagency working 
groups in Imagery, HUMINT, SIG INT, 
and Open Source, which coordinate col
lection priorities and activities, as well 
as the Resource Task Force, which co
ordinates interage:r:cy resource plan
ning as a subcommittee of tl:le Commit
tee on Narcotics Intelligence Issues 
[CNIIJ. 

The Frank amendment would be a 
major retreat in our battles against 
the sinister drug lords and must be de
feated. 

Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Madam Chairman, I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

I want again to read from the com
mittee report, because the question is 
not whether or not we have succeeded 
in interdicting. We have. The question 
is whether the fact that some percent
age of drugs grown or shipped is inter
indicted has any significant beneficial 
effect within the United States. 

The fact is that some of my market 
economy friends have lost track of the 
power of the market economy. 

Unfortunately, in this case, market 
forces sometimes work whether they 
are legal or illegal. We get substi
tution. We get a powerful drive to sell 
something that is very profitable. The 
problem with interdiction is not that it 
does not work on its own terms but 
that the success of interdiction has 
very little, if any, physical effect with
in the United States. And because re
sources are limited, the billions we 
spend on interdiction prevent us from 
putting more money into law enforce
ment, treatment, and education. These 
are the three separate issues. 

We are not simply talking about 
treatment. That is very important. But 
so is education, which does seem to 
have significant effects and, I believe, 
is more responsible for the decline in 
the use of drugs than anything else, 
certainly more than interdiction. 
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The committee report itself says, 

this is the public committee report, 
There are differing views on how progress 

in the war on drugs ought to be measured. If 
you measure by physical quantities inter
indicted or overseas drug people arrested, it 
succeeds. Others believe that progress should 
be measured by reductions in the amount of 
drugs flowing into the United States and in
creases in the street prices of the drugs that 
result. If the latter is used as a measure, 
then the war on drugs might be considered a 
failure. 

That is the point. If one batch is 
interdicted, another batch replaces it. 
If it is shut down in one country, this 
is a big world, they will grow it in 
Myanmar. They will grow it here; they 
will grow it there. The problem with 
interdiction is that for a free society, 
with the free movement of people and 
goods that we fortunately have and do 
not want to give up, it is physically 
impossible significantly to reduce the 
availability of that very small and, 
sadly, very valuable quantity. 

Therefore, we are wasting that 
money. I am not talking about cutting 
out all the money. We cannot get into 
specifics. Intelligence help and co
operation with countries that want to 
help would still be here. But the phys
ical emphasis on interdicting is a mis
take. 

When this was first offered to the De
fense Department in the early 1980's, as 
I remember, they did not want to do it. 
They said, this is not for us. This is not 
useful. 

That was at a time when they were 
getting all the money they needed from 
Congress. Now that they are in a budg
et crunch, the Defense Department 
looks more favorably on this because it 
helps them support some of their argu
ments. But it is not the way to fight 
drugs. It is not effective. 

The problem is that given that over
whelming demand that tragically ex
ists, we get it in here. We stop it in one 
country, it comes through another. We 
stop this shipment, another shipment 
comes in. 

That is the problem. The problem is 
prac ti cali ty. 

The power of market forces, even 
though in an illegal market, over
whelm the ability of law enforcement 
in the freest society in the world with 
the greatest exchange of goods that 
comes in and out to stop it. 

Therefore, I believe we ought to 
begin the process of shifting resources. 
We will then decide among ourselves, 
there is deficit reduction. There is 
local law enforcement. There is edu
cation and there is treatment. All four 
of those seem to me to be preferable to 
the time wasting and money wasting 
policy that we now have. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself the balance of my time. 

I do oppose the amendment. The 
President has proposed a new policy 

which focuses less on interdiction and 
more on disruption in the growing 
countries, the Andean region countries. 
I think that is an appropriate change 
in policy. 

I think this cut would be very disrup
tive at a time when we are g·oing after 
the regions of Colombia and Bolivia, 
Peru, Ecuador, and remaining coun
tries. 

D 1140 
I also want to note to my colleagues 

that we have had in the committee se
rious problems with the management 
of intelligence-sharing relationships 
with other intelligence agencies and 
law enforcement agencies in the whole 
counter-narcotics area. We have re
quested that the Office of National 
Drug Control Policy. Mr. Brown's 
group, report no later than September 
1 the details of the administration's 
supply reduction strategy. They have 
come up with a good strategy in ge
neric terms. We want to see some meat 
on the bones of that policy. 

Madam Chairman, we have asked 
them, No. 1, to provide how the United 
States will help build resolve to attack 
the drug problem in narcotics-produc
ing countries and what each depart
ment and agency of the U.S. Govern
ment will contribute in terms of per
sonnel and fiscal resources to achieve 
overall supply reduction goals. 

No. 2, we have asked them the spe
cific role of the U.S. Southern Com
mand and how it will support U.S. 
goals and objectives. 

No. 3, we have asked them for an as
sessment of the advisability of inte
grating cocaine eradication as part of a 
supply reduction plan. 

No. 4, and most important to us, we 
have asked them the policy of the 
United States in providing intelligence 
support to narcotics-producing nations, 
particularly as it relates to providing 
U.S.-generated radar tracking data. 

Madam Chairman, my concern is 
that our Government, both this admin
istration and the past administration, 
has not conducted an evaluation for 
cost-effectiveness on the whole issue of 
intelligence support in the counter
narcotics effort. The new directive will 
help, at least on paper. We want to see 
the specifics. It is incumbent upon the 
intelligence community to implement 
measures of effectiveness for both na
tional and tactical problems to do so 
quickly. 

This would be hurt of the Frank 
amendment is adopted. For that reason 
I urge its rejection, but I do want to 
warn this administration and the agen
cies of the intelligence part of our Gov
ernment, as well as the law enforce
ment part of our Government, that we 
do expect more effectiveness and better 
coordination in the operation of these 
programs. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time has ex
pired. 

The question is on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Massa
chusetts [Mr. FRANK]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. COMBEST. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 18, noes 406, 
not voting 15, as follows: 

Conyers 
De Fazio 
Edwards <CA) 
Frank (MA) 
Jacobs 
Kanjorskl 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Becerra 
Be Henson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevlll 
Bil bray 
Blllrakls 
Bl shop 

· Blackwell 
Bl!ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonllla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FLi 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 

[Roll No. 335] 
AYES-18 

McDermott 
Murphy 
Nadler 
Norton <DC) 
Obey 
Olver 

NOES-406 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (IL) 
Collins (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Deal 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks <CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 

Penny 
Schroeder 
Synar 
Velazquez 
Visclosky 
Yates 

Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Glngr1ch 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall (OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hllllard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Johnson <CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kast ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kildee 
Kim 
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King Mollohan Serrano 
Kingston Montgomery Sharp 
Kleczka Moorhead Shaw 
Klein Moran Shays 
Klink Morella Shepherd 
Klug Murtha Shuster 
Knollenberg Myers Skaggs 
Kolbe Neal (MA) Skeen 
Kopetski Neal (NC) Skelton 
Kreidler Nussle Slattery 
Kyl Oberstar Slaughter 
LaFalce Ortiz Smith (IA) 
Lambert Orton Smith (MI) 
Lancaster Oxley Smith (NJ) 
Lantos Packard Smith (OR.) 
LaRocco Pallone Smith(TX) 
Laughlin Parker Snowe 
Lazio Pastor Solomon 
Leach Paxon Spence 
Lehman Payne (NJ) Spratt 
Levin Payne (VA) Stearns 
Levy Pelosi Stenholm 
Lewis (CA) Peterson (FL) Strickland 
Lewis (FL) Peterson (MN) Studds 
Lewis (GA) Petri Stump 
Lewis (KY) Pickle Stupak 
Lightfoot Pombo Sundquist 
Linder Pomeroy Swett 
Lipinski Porter Swift 
Livingston Portman Talent 
Lloyd Poshard Tanner 
Long Price (NC) Tauzin 
Lowey Pryce (OH) Taylor (MS) 
Lucas Qulllen Taylor (NC) 
Machtley Quinn Tejeda 
Maloney Rahall Thomas (CA) 
Mann Ramstad Thomas(WY) 
Manton Rangel Thompson 
Manzullo Ravenel Thornton 
Margolies- Reed Thurman 

Mezvinsky Regula Torkildsen 
Markey Reynolds Torres 
Martinez Richardson Torr1cell1 
Matsui Ridge Towns 
Mazzo I! Roberts Traf1cant 
McCandless Roemer Tucker 
Mccloskey Rogers Unsoeld 
McColl um Rohrabacher Upton 
McCrery Romero-Barcelo Valentine 
Mccurdy (PR) Vento 
McHale Rose Volkmer 
McHugh Rostenkowski Vucanovlch 
Mcinnls Roth Walker 
McKean Roukema Walsh 
McKinney Rowland Waters 
McMillan Roybal-Allard Watt 
McNulty Royce Waxman 
Meehan Rush Weldon 
Meek Sabo Wheat 
Menendez Sanders Whitten 
Meyers Sangmelster W1lllams 
Mfume Santorum Wilson 
Mica Sarpalius Wise 
Michel Sawyer Wolf 
Miller (CA) Saxton Woolsey 
Miller (FL) Schaefer Wyden 
Mlneta Schenk Wynn 
Minge Schiff Young (AK) 
Mink Schumer Young (FL) 
Moakley Scott Zeliff 
Mol!nar1 Sensenbrenner Zimmer 

NOT VOTING-15 
Bateman Inhofe Stark 
Clyburn Mc Dade Stokes 
Faleomavaega Owens Underwood (GU) 

(AS) Pickett Washington 
Gallo Ros-Leh tin en 
Gutierrez Slsisky 

D 1203 
Mr. BAESLER changed his vote from 

"aye" to "no." 
Mr. OBEY changed his vote from 

"no" to "aye." 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. -
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. GOSS 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The clerk read as follows: 

Amendment offered by Mr. Goss: At the 
end of Title ill (page 5, after line 23), add the 
following: 
SEC. 303. DISCLOSURE OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA· 

TION BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
During the fiscal year 1995, no element of 

the United States Government for which 
funds are authorized in this Act may provide 
any classified information concerning or de
rived from the intelligence or intelligence 
related activities of any such element to a 
Member of the House of Representatives un
less and until a copy of the following oath of 
secrecy has been signed by that Member and 
has been published in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

"I do solemnly swear that I will not will
fully directly or indirectly disclose to any 
unauthorized person any classified informa
tion received from any department of the 
Government funded in the Intelligence Au
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 1995 in the 
course of my duties as a Member of the Unit
ed States House of Representatives, except 
pursuant to the Rules and Procedures of the 
House." 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Chairman, I am going 
to abbreviate this very quickly and 
then yield to my distinguished friend, 
the chairman of the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence. But before 
I do, I just want to point out that this 
is a very simple amendment. We did it 
last year. It passed. 

It merely requires that Members of 
Congress, the House of Representa
tives, who wish to have access to clas
sified information, take an oath that 
they will not willfully and knowingly 
disclose classified information. It is 
that simple. We have been over this 
ground. 

I am prepared to yield briefly to the 
distinguished chairman of the Perma
nent Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Mr. Chairman, almost everyone who is 
given access to classified information must 
take an oath of secrecy and publicly affirm a 
commitment to keeping privileged information 
privileged. The notable exception, a fact that 
has perplexed me since I first came to the Hill, 
is Members of Congress. In fact, until recently, 
Members had to go through more channels to 
have access to information regarding the con
tents of cigarettes than for accessing the most 
sensitive information this country collects. Now 
we find that some Members, who in the past 
have not seemed overly concerned about pro
tecting classified national security-related infor
mation, have jumped on board an agreement 
to require that Members seeking access to 
Whitewater investigation papers sign a con
fidentiality agreement and treat those docu
ments as classified information. There is clear
ly something wrong with our priorities if provid
ing cover for the White House is placed on a 
higher level than protecting matters of national 
security. 

I would certainly hope that these same 
Members will today support an amendment 
designed to safeguard properly classified doc
uments as well. The Goss-Hyde oath of se
crecy amendment is simply designed to ele
vate Members' awareness of these points and 
underscore the importance of keeping Ameri
ca's secrets secret. It requires each Member 
wishing to receive transfers of classified infor
mation on an ongoing basis to sign and sub-

mit into the RECORD an oath that they will not 
willfully disclose classified information. This is 
so simple, but vitally important. When today's 
classified briefing becomes tomorrow's head
lines it has far-reaching impact-impeding fu
ture efforts at information gathering, endanger
ing those who put themselves at risk to collect 
that information, even compromising our na
tional security. 

Last year the Goss-Hyde amendment was 
adopted by a vote of 341 to 86, but only after 
being given the kiss of death with an amend
ment by my colleague, Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. 
GLICKMAN's amendment would go beyond the 
purview of the House to alter the rules of the 
other body. The Goss-Hyde amendment delib
erately and appropriately leaves rulemaking 
for the other body to its own Members. The 
Glickman amendment would also expand the 
simple oath of secrecy for House Members 
into an unworkable, unnecessary, and redun
dant provision for the executive branch. As a 
former executive branch employee, I can say 
from experience that executive branch em
ployee~ accessing classified information are 
already required to sign disclosures and oaths 
in the process of receiving such material. Ad
ditionally, the Glickman language leaves open 
the question of logistics and important ques
tions; like how those individuals in sensitive 
covert executive branch positions could fulfill 
the publishing requirement without blowing 
their cover. 

I urge my colleagues to support the Goss
Hyde amendment; a simple but powerful 
measure designed to ensure that the respon
sibility House Members take on when they ac
cess classified information is at least placed 
on the same higher level as shielding cigarette 
companies or the White House from public 
embarrassment. 

There is no need for the Glickman poison 
pill-the other body is responsible for its own 
accountability, obviously. 

There is no excuse to exempt this body of 
Congress from laws and procedures we ask 
others to follow, especially in matters involving 
national security. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GOSS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment of course requires before a 
House Member could attain access to 
classified information he would have to 
sign basically a secrecy oath which 
would be placed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. The gentleman offered this 
last year. I amended it last year by in
cluding the Senate and the executive 
branch as well. The germaneness rules 
do not allow me to amend the gentle
man's amendment. 

As the gentleman knows, my amend
ment was accepted by the House by a 
vote of· 262 to 171. So last year the 
House voted requiring parity between 
executive and legislative branches 
when it .comes to mandating an oath of 
secrecy and publishing the fact that 
such an oath has been executed. I am 
going to go ahead and accept the gen
tleman's amendment this time because 
I will then offer a subsequent amend
ment which will cover the Senate and 



17196 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
the executive branch, which I under
stand both the gentleman from Florida 
and my colleague from Texas [Mr. COM
BEST] have no objection to. 

Mr. GOSS. The gentleman is correct. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. That will be a sepa

rate section in the bill. That will do 
what I want, which is to bring parity so 
that it will not only be the House, but 
it will be the Senate and the executive 
branch who are covered as well. And 
based on the understanding that the 
gentleman does not object to that 
amendment, I accept his amendment. 

Mr. GOSS. That is my understanding. 
Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 

the gentleman yield? 
Mr. GOSS. I yield to the distin

guished gentleman from Texas, rank
ing member on the committee. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Goss amendment. The 
amendment offered by my good friend from 
Florida [Mr. Goss] complements action we 
took during consideration of the fiscal year 
1992 Intelligence Authorization Act which led 
to adoption of a House Intelligence Committee 
rule requiring Members and staff to sign an 
oath of secrecy. 

.I believe that this amendment is very appro
priate. When a Member signs this oath of se
crecy, he or she is reminded that they may not 
disclose to any unauthorized person any clas
sified information received from any Depart
ment or agency of the Government that is 
funded by this bill. This will be a positive step 
to heighten and acknowledge our resolve to 
prevent the unauthorized disclosure of classi
fied information from the House. 

Will this amendment completely prevent 
leaks from the House? Probably not, but it will 
ensure that every Member knowingly recog
nizes that he or she is breaking a solemn oath 
if classified intelligence information is dis
closed other than in conformity with House 
rules. This will sensitize those who are not 
members of the Intelligence Committee to be 
careful about discussion of intelligence infor
mation raised during closed meetings. 

I urge each of my colleagues to support the 
Goss amendment. It is good security and will 
demonstrate to those in the executive branch 
who provide information to the Congress that 
we are aware of their legitimate concerns that 
classified intelligence information be protected. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
PETERSON of Florida.) The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 

offer an amendment which was printed 
in the RECORD. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. GLICKMAN: 
At the end of title III (page 5, after line 23), 

add the following: 
SEC. 303. DISCLOSURE OF CLASSIFIED INFORMA· 

TION BY MEMBERS OF CONGRESS 
AND EXECUTIVE BRANCH OFFICERS 
AND EMPLOYEES. 

During the fiscal year 1995, no element of 
the United States Government for which 
funds are authorized in this Act may provide 
any classified information concerning or de
rived for the intelligence or intelligence-re-

lated activities of such element of a Member 
of Congress or an officer or employee of the 
executive branch of the United States Gov
ernment unless and until a copy of the fol
lowing oath of secrecy has been signed by 
the Member, or officer or employee, as the 
case may be, and has been published, in an 
appropriate manner, in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD: 

"I do solemnly swear that I will not will
fully directly or indirectly disclose to any 
unauthorized person any classified informa
tion received from any department of the 
Government funded in the Intelligence Au
thorization Act for Fiscal year 1995 in the 
course of my duties as a Member of Congress 
(except pursuant to the rules and procedures 
of the appropriate House of the Congress), or 
as an officer or employee in the executive 
branch of the Government, as the case may 
be.". 
As used in this section, the term "Member of 
Congress" means a Member of the Senate or 
a Representative in, or a Delegate or Resi
dent Commissioner to, the House of Rep
resen ta ti ves. 

Mr. GLICKMAN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Is the 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment is the same language that 
was adopted by the House last year to 
include both the Senate and the execu
tive branch. The amendment which we 
just passed by the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. Goss] includes the House. 
I see no reason why the House should 
take a different position on this issue 
than it took last year. I urge my 
amendment be adopted. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GLICKMAN. I yield to my col
league, the gentleman froni Texas. 

Mr. COMBEST. Mr. Chairman, I ap
preciate the gentleman yielding. As 
was indicated, the amendment would 
certainly be acceptable on this side. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from Kansas [Mr. 
GLICKMAN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. MANZULLO. Madam Chairman, the 

gentleman from Massachusetts is 100 percent 
wrong in his effort to strip $100 million from 
the interdiction budget of our intelligence 
agencies. 

I represent the 16th Congressional District 
of Illinois, which includes the city of Rockford. 
Last year, Rockford gained the unfortunate 
distinction of leading the State of Illinois in per 
capita crime rate. This can be directly laid at 
the feet of the growth of gangs from larger 
urban areas expanding their territory to small
er and medium-size cities such as Rockford in 
the American heartland. These gangs are the 
tentacles of drug distribution networks that 
originate to a large degree from Latin America. 
These drugs are killing our children. Congress 
should vehemently oppose any attempt to di
minish efforts to keep these murderers with 
their bags full of drugs away from our children. 

Last month, the Foreign Affairs Committee 
held a hearing on the suspension of 
counternarcotics intelligence sharing with our 
friends in South America because of a dispute 
of what these countries might do with the in
formation. Some in the Clinton administration 
believe that an U.S. Air Force airman could be 
sued by someone because he shared informa
tion with the Columbian or Peruvian military 
that stopped a shipment of drugs leaving their 
country by air. If that is our biggest problem, 
then we're in good shape. 

Our counternarcotics policy must be an inte
grated, comprehensive strategy. We need 
drug eradication and interdiction outside our 
borders; tough law enforcement and swift 
prosecution inside the United States, and drug 
rehabilitation and education. Subtract re
sources from any one of these components 
and that's like sounding retreat on the drug 
war. 

For all the talk by this administration about 
fighting crime, the President sends mixed sig
nals to Congress. One minute we loudly hear 
of the immediate need for 100,000 cops on 
the beat. However, the next day I read buried 
in huge budget documents a request to cut 
the Drug Enforcement Agency by nearly $2 
million. No new agents have been hired since 
1992. One of those agents could have been 
assigned to help Rockford with its growing 
drug problem. Fortunately, the Appropriations 
Committee last month added $22 million to the 
President's meager request, including $5 mil
lion for 132 new DEA agents. 

Totaled together, the President's 1995 
budget request for international antidrug pro
grams is $428 million, which is $96 million cut 
from last year. That's not good. And, now the 
gentleman from Massachusetts wants to cut 
another $100 million. I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this counterproductive amendment. 

Madam Chairman, the drug war has not 
filed. We haven't really even begun to fight. 
Now is not the time to withdraw from the bat
tle. It is time to give the DEA, the intelligence 
agencies, and our friends in counternarcotics 
operations in Latin America the support they 
need to complete the job. You can't fight a 
war without good intelligence. Let us fight the 
war on all fronts both at home and abroad. 
Oppose the Frank amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 
there further amendments to the bill? 

If not, the question is on the commit
tee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES) having assumed the chair, Mr. 
PETERSON of Florida, Chairman pro 
tempore of the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union, re
ported that that Committee, having 
had under consideration the bill (H.R. 
4299) to authorize appropriations for 
fiscal year 1995 for intelligence and in
telligence-related activities of the U.S. 
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Government, the Community Manage
ment Account, and the Central Intel
ligence Agency Retirement and Dis
ability System, and for other purposes, 
pursuant to House Resolution 468, he 
reported the bill back to the House 
with an amendment adopted by the 
Committee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 

0 1210 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

TORRES). The question is on the en
grossment and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were--yeas 410, nays 16, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (ME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 

· Bacchus (FL) 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Barrett (WI) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B111rakis 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
BUley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 

[Roll No. 336] 
YEAS-410 

Bon1lla 
Bonior 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown <OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Coll1ns (Ml) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 

Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Coyne 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
de la Garza 
Deal 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Edwards (TX) 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Everett 
Ewing 
Farr 

Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (Ml) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Gutierrez 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Ham1lton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, E.B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kopetski 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 

Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
McCloskey 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mccurdy 
McDermott 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McKinney 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Meehan 
Meek 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (CA) 
M1ller (FL) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Pastor 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Peterson <FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Poshard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 

Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 

· Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smlth(MI) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas <CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricell1 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Upton 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 

Whitten 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 

Brown (CA) 
De Fazio 
Dellums 
Duncan 
Ehlers 
Frank (MA) 

Gallo 
Kingston 
McDade 

Woolsey 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

NAYS-16 
Hamburg 
Johnston 
Minge 
Owens 
Penny 
Sanders 

NOT VOTING-8 
Moorhead 
Pickett 
Ros-Lehtinen 
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So the bill was passed. 

Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Schroeder 
Sensenbrenner 
Stark 
Williams 

Sisisky 
Washington 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

AUTHORIZING CLERK TO MAKE 
TECHNICAL AND CONFORMING 
CHANGES IN H.R. 4299, INTEL
LIGENCE AUTHORIZATION ACT 
FOR FISCAL YEAR 1995 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that in the engross
ment of the bill, H.R. 4299, the Clerk be 
authorized to make such technical and 
conforming changes as may be nec
essary to correct such things as spell
ing, punctuation, cross-referencing, 
and section numbering. 

The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 
TORRES). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

GENERAL LEA VE 
Mr. GLICKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks, and to include therein extra
neous material, on H.R. 4299, the bill 
just passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Kansas? 

There was no objection. 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF INTENTION TO 
OFFER A MOTION TO INSTRUCT 
CONFEREES ON H.R. 3355, VIO
LENT CRIME CONTROL AND LAW 
ENFORCEMENT ACT OF 1993 
Mr. BONILLA. Mr. Speaker, pursuant 

to clause l(c), rule XX.VIII, I announce 
to the House that I intend to make the 
following motion tomorrow relative to 
the House conferees on this bill (H.R. 
3355) to amend the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
allow grants to increase police pres
ence, to expand and improve coopera
tive efforts between law enforcement 
agencies and members of the commu
nity to address crime and disorder 
problems, and otherwise to enhance 
public safety. 
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Mr. BONILLA moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend
ment to the bill HR 3355 be instructed not to 
agree to any provision having the effect of 
diminishing the amount of money made 
available to the United States Border Patrol 
Service from the amount provided in the 
House amendment. 

ANTIREDLINING IN INSURANCE 
DISCLOSURE ACT 

Mr. GORDON. Mr, Speaker, by direc
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 475 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol
lows: 

H. RES. 475 
Resolved, That at any time after the adop

tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur
suant to clause l(b) of rule XXIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1188) to pro
vide for disclosures for insurance in inter
state commerce. The first reading of the bill 
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall 
be confined to the bill and the amendments 
made in order by this re solution and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor
ity member of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. It shall be in order to con
sider as an original bill for the purpose of 
amendment under the five-minute rule the 
amendment in the nature of a substitute rec
ommended by the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce now printed in the bill. The com
mittee amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute shall be considered as read. At the 
conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the. Committee shall rise and re
port the bill to the House with such amend
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend
ments thereto to final passage without inter
vening motion except one motion to recom
mit with or without instructions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] is 
recognized for 1 hour. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER], pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

Mr. Speaker, House Resolution 475 is 
an open rule which provides for the 
consideration of H.R. 1188, the 
Antiredlining in Insurance Disclosure 
Act. 

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen
eral debate to be equally divided and 

controlled by the chairman and rank
ing minority member of the Energy 
and Commerce Committee. 

The rule makes in order the Energy 
and Commerce Committee amendment 
in the nature of a substitute now print
ed in the bill as an original bill for pur
poses of amendment. The substitute 
shall be considered as read. 

Finally, the rule provides for one mo
tion to recommit with or without in
structions. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 1188 is an impor
tant piece of legislation. Everyone 
needs access to insurance-whether it 
be homeowners, automobile, renters, or 
business. 

H.R. 1188 addresses concerns regard
ing insurance premium disparities 
which prevent some from having af
fordable access to insurance. The legis
lation requires insurance companies to 
disclose their insurance related activi
ties in the country's 25 largest urban 
areas based on 5-digit ZIP Codes. 

The information generated by the re
quirements of H.R. 1188 will help deter
mine the extent of insurance availabil
ity in large metropolitan areas and will 
help determine what changes can and 
should be made to increase access. 

Mr. Speaker, this is an open rule. 
Any Member with an amendment 
which is germane and does not violate 
House rules may offer it. I urge my col
leagues to adopt this resolution. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Tennessee [Mr. GORDON] for hav
ing yielded this time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it took a while for us in 
the Committee on Rules. We anguished 
over it for a long period of time. But to 
the surprise of many of our colleagues, 
Mr. Speaker, we finally got it right. 
This is an open rule that does not re
quire a preprinting of the amendments 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. It does 
not waive points of order against any 
part of H.R. 1188 or any prospective 
amendment at all. 

D 1240 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to com

mend our friend, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL], and the rank
ing Republican member, the gentleman 
from California [Mr. MOORHEAD], for re
questing a relatively clean rule. I also 
want to commend my colleagues on the 
Rules Committee who in a bipartisan 
way agreed not to impose a preprinting 
requirement for amendments. As 
Chairman DINGELL said in his com
ments before the Rules Committee a 
week ago Tuesday, this is a bill that 
has been out there for a long period of 
time, so it is unlikely that there will 
be any surprise amendments, at least 
from our side of the aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, while the rule we are 
discussing is not controversial, the bill 
it makes in order, H.R. 1188, is very 
controversial. It is controversial not 
only because of the onerous reporting 
mandates it seeks to impose on the in
surance industry but also because it il
lustrates the degree to which our com
mittee system is in disarray. 

Nowhere in rule X of the rules of the 
House is the jurisdiction of insurance 
clearly defined. The United States has 
one of the most archaic financial sys
tems among the developed nations. A 
major reason for this is due to the an- · 
cient jurisdictional tug of war that has 
gone on between the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
and the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

While the distinctions between com
mercial banks, investment banks, and 
insurance companies have been blurred 
by an evolving financial services mar
ket, the House is operating under a 
committee system that was developed 
at a time when the sale of war bonds 
was the principal function of our finan
cial system. 

Mr. Speaker, the House leadership 
should stop putting obstacles in the 
way of congressional reform proposals 
that could modernize the committee 
system and address these jurisdictional 
disputes. But if the leadership insists 
on being obstructionists, the least we 
should do is amend rule X to better de
fine the responsibilities of the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs and the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

Mr. Speaker, I insert the following 
information: 

OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES 95TH-103D CONG. 

Open rules Restrictive 

Total rules rules 
Congress (years) granted 1 Num- Per- Num- Per-her cent2 her cent3 

95th (1977-78) .... ....... ... 211 179 85 32 15 
96th (1979-80) .............. 214 161 75 53 25 
97th (1981-82) .............. 120 90 75 30 25 
98th (1983-84) .............. 155 105 68 50 32 
99th (1985-86) .......... .. .. 115 65 57 50 43 
lOOth (1987-88) .. ...... . : .. 123 66 54 57 46 
IOlst (1989-90) .. .......... 104 47 45 57 55 
102d (1991- 92) 109 37 34 72 66 
103d (1993-94) .......... ... 75 17 23 58 77 

1 Total rules counted are all order of business resolutions reported from 
the Rules Committee which provide for the initial consideration of legisla
tion, except rules on appropriations bills which only waive points of order. 
Original jurisdiction measures reported as privileged are also not counted. 

2 Open rules are those which permit any Member to offer any germane 
amendment to a measure so long as it is otherwise in compliance with the 
rules of the House. The parenthetical percentages are open rules as a per
cent of total rules granted. 

3 Restrictive rules are those which limit the number of amendments which 
can be offered, and include so-called modified open and modified closed 
rules, as well as completely closed rule, and rules providing for consider
ation in the House as opposed to the Committee of the Whole. The par
enthetical percentages are restrictive rules as a percent of total rules grant
ed. 

Sources: "Rules Committee Calendars & Surveys of Activities," 95th-102d 
Cong.; "Notices of Action Taken," Committee on Rules, 103d Cong., through 
July 19, 1994. 
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Rule number date reported Rule type 

H. Res. 58, Feb. 2, 1993 ......................... MC 
H. Res. 59, Feb. 3, 1993 ......................... MC 
H. Res. 103, Feb. 23, 1993 ..................... C 
H. Res. 106, Mar. 2, 1993 ....................... MC 
H. Res. 119, Mar. 9. 1993 ....................... MC 
H. Res. 132, Mar. 17, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 133, Mar. 17, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 138, Mar. 23, 1993 ..................... MC 
H. Res. 147, Mar. 31 , 1993 ................ .. ... C 
H. Res. 149 Apr. 1, 1993 ........ MC 
H. Res. 164, May 4, 1993 ....... 0 
H. Res. 171, May 18, 1993 .... 0 
H. Res. 172, May 18, 1993 .... 0 
H. Res. 173 May 18, 1993 ..... MC 
H. Res. 183, May 25, 1993 .... 0 
H. Res. 186, May 27, 1993 .... ....... MC 
H. Res. 192, June 9, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 193, June 10, 1993 ... 0 
H. Res. 195, June 14. 1993 ................. MC 
H. Res. 197, June 15, 1993 ................. MO 
H. Res. 199, June 16, 1993 .. C 
H. Res. 200, June 16, 1993 ..... MC 
H. Res. 201. June 17, 1993 ..... 0 
H. Res. 203, June 22, 1993 ..... MO 
H. Res. 206, June 23, 1993 0 
H. Res. 217, July 14, 1993 ...................... MO 
H. Res. 220, July 21. 1993 ...................... MC 
H. Res. 226, July 23, 1993 ....... .. .... .. ...... MC 
H. Res. 229, July 28, 1993 .. .. .... MO 
H. Res. 230, July 28, 1993 .... 0 
H. Res. 246, Aug. 6, 1993 ............... ....... MO 
H. Res. 248, Sept. 9, 1993 MO 
H. Res. 250, Sept. 13, 1993 ..... MC 
H. Res. 254, Sept. 22, 1993 .. MO 
H. Res. 262, Sept. 28, 1993 ..... 0 
H. Res. 264, Sept. 28, 1993 .... MC 
H. Res. 265, Sept. 29, 1993 ..... ............. MC 
H. Res. 269, Oct. 6. 1993 ........ MO 
H. Res. 273, Oct. 12, 1993 ........ MC 
H. Res. 274, Oct. 12, 1993 . MC 
H. Res. 282, Oct. 20. 1993 ........ C 
H. Res. 286, Oct. 27, 1993 ..... 0 
H. Res. 287, Oct. 27, 1993 ...... .. .............. C 
H. Res. 289, Oct. 28, 1993 ............ .. ........ 0 
H. Res. 293, Nov. 4, 1993 ..... MC 
H. Res. 299, Nov. 8, 1993 ....................... MO 
H. Res. 302, Nov. 9, 1993 ....... .. .............. MC 
H. Res. 303, Nov. 9, 1993 ...... 0 
H. Res. 304, Nov. 9, 1993 ..... C 
H. Res. 312, Nov. 17, 1993 .... MC 
H. Res. 313, Nov. 17, 1993 MC 
H. Res. 314, Nov. 17, 1993 ... MC 
H. Res. 316, Nov. 19, 1993 ........... .. ........ C 
H. Res. 319, Nov. 20, 1993 ........... .. ........ MC 
H. Res. 320, Nov. 20, 1993 .... .... ... .... ...... MC 
H. Res. 336, Feb. 2, 1994 ........... ... .. ....... MC 
H. Res. 352, Feb. 8, 1994 ...... .. .. ...... ..... .. MC 
H. Res. 357, Feb. 9, 1994 .............. .. ... .... MC 
H. Res. 366, Feb. 23, 1994 ..... .. .... ... ....... MO 
H. Res. 384, Mar. 9, 1994 ................ ....... MC 
H. Res. 401 , Apr. 12, 1994 ...... ... ..... .. .... .. MO 
H. Res. 410, Apr. 21 , 1994 ......... ..... .. ... ... MO 
H. Res. 414, Apr. 28, 1994 .......... ... ...... ... 0 
H. Res. 416, May 4, 1994 ....... ........... .... .. C 
H. Res. 420, May 5, 1994 ........ ......... ... ... 0 
H. Res. 422, May 11, 1994 ...... .... ............ MO 
H. Res. 423, May 11. 1994 ...................... 0 
H. Res. 428, May 17, 1994 ... MO 
H. Res. 429, May 17, 1994 MO 
H. Res. 431. May 20, 1994 MO 
H. Res. 440, May 24, 1994 .... ...... MC 
H. Res. 443, May 25, 1994 ..... ..... MC 
H. Res. 444, May 25, 1994 ...................... MC 
H. Res. 447, June 8, 1994 ....................... O 
H. Res. 467, June 28, 1994 ..... ........... .. ... MC 
H. Res. 468, June 28, 1994 ............... .... .. MO 
H. Res. 474, July 12, 1994 ...................... MO 
H. Res. 475, July 12, 1994 ...................... 0 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 
OPEN VERSUS RESTRICTIVE RULES: 1030 CONG. 

Bill number and subject 

H.R. I : Family-and medical leave ... :...... .. .. ..................... .. 
H.R. 2: National Voter Registration Act ............................................ . 
H.R. 920: Unemployment compensation ....................... ................ .. ... . 
H.R. 20: Hatch Act amendments ................... .................................. .. . 
H.R. 4: NIH Revitalization Act of 1993 ............................................ .. 
H.R. 1335: Emergency Supplemental Appropriations ........................ . 
H. Con. Res. 64: Budget resolution .... .. ................... .............. .. 
H.R. 670: Family planning amendments ........................................... . 
H.R. 1430: Increase Public debt limit ............................................ .. .. 
H.R. 1578: Expedited Rescission Act of 1993 ................................. .. 
H.R. 820: Nat Competitiveness Act .............................. ..................... . 
H.R. 873: Gallatin Range Act of 1993 .. .................................... .. 
H.R. 1159: Passenger Vessel Safety Act .......................................... . 
S.J. Res. 45: United States forces in Somalia ................................. .. 
H.R. 2244: 2d supplemental appropriations .................................... .. 
H.R. 2264: Omnibus budget reconciliation .. : .... .. ................. ......... .. .. . 
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Mr. Speaker, I. reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield such 
time as he may consume to the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], the chairman of the ·Sub
committee on Consumer Credit and In
surance. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of the rule that the 
Committee on Rules put out on this 
important issue. 

Insurance redlining in America is a 
very serious problem. Our committee 
had the first hearings in this Congress 

pertaining to this issue, going back a 
year last February when we heard from 
a number of insurance commissioners 
throughout the country on the terrible 
scourge of insurance redlining that 
takes place around the United States. 
In fact , we were provided testimony by 
Mr. Garimendi from the State of Cali
fornia who actually provided us with 
maps he had obtained from insurance 
companies where crayons were used to 
outline black, brown, yellow, and gray 
areas, parts of the State of California, 
where major insurance companies had 
told their agents not to write insur
ance policies. 

We have heard insurance agents tes
tify time and time again over several 
hearings indicating in fact that they 
have been told by their companies not 
to write to blacks, that blacks do not 
pay back their policies and blacks are 
bad policy risks. We have an ACORN 
study indicating that this is a wide
scale problem all across America. 

The fact of the matter is that every
one who is familiar with how upward 
mobility works in America under
stands very clearly that one of the sad 
facts of American life in our American 
cities, in our poor and black and mi
nority neighborhoods, is that there is a 
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much less percentage of home owner
ship and small business ownership that 
exists in those communities than ex
ists in other neighborhoods. 

People ask, why? They say that the 
blacks cannot pay back their bills , that 
they are bad credit risks. The fact of 
the matter is that we cannot find a 
bank and we cannot find an insurance 
company in many of the black neigh
borhoods in America. Yet every major 
study by both the banking industry 
and the insurance industry indicates 
that minorities actually pay back their 
loans and poor people pay back their 
loans at better rates than wealthier 
people do. That leads us to the conclu
sion that the only viable reason why 
people do not in fact write insurance 
policies and make bank loans in these 
communities is because of racial preju
dice. 

Now, what we are trying to do in this 
legislation is get to the cause of that 
racial prejudice and have the insurance 
companies tell us what in fact is going 
on and where they write insurance. 
This is modeled directly after the 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act which 
comes out of the Banking Committee, 
legislation that I got passed in this 
body 5 or 6 years ago that has done an 
enormous amount of good at leveraging 
bank funding of small business owner
ship and home ownership in the minor
ity community. 

That legislation was lost at the sub
committee level and lost at the full 
committee level, but it came out here 
on the floor and with Republican sup
port we were enabled to gain the kind 
of evidence that allows us to ask the 
banks very simply where they are mak
ing their loans. That is what is nec
essary in the insurance industry. 

The bankers are the first to tell us 
that one of the major problems they 
have in this country is that they can
not write a bank loan to an individual 
unless that individual has insurance. If 
there are no insurance companies that 
are writing policies in the minority 
neighborhoods, the blacks cannot get 
bank loans, brown people cannot get 
bank loans, and people with yellow 
skin cannot get bank loans in America, 
and the reason for that is because in
surance companies are not writing 
policies in those neighborhoods. 

All this bill does is ask for inf orma
tion. It asks for information that tells 
us in a very specific way where these 
insurance policies are being written. It 
asks the American people and the 
American insurance industry to tell us 
very clearly whether or not policies are 
being written in specific neighbor
hoods. The legislation that the Bank
ing Committee proposes is very dif
ferent than the legislation coming out 
of the Energy and Commerce Commit
tee. It is different in several ways. 
First of all, the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce probably said in front of 
the Rules Committee the other day 

that their information does not ask 
questions about race and gender. Well, 
if they do not ask questions about race 
and gender, I pose the question, how 
the heck are you ever going to find out 
whether or not racial discrimination 
takes place? 

They ask for information on a ZIP 
Code basis. But anybody who looks at 
ZIP Codes in America understands that 
there can be ZIP Codes that include 
poor black neighborhoods in the inner 
city as well as wealthier white suburbs. 
So if all the insurance companies have 
to do is tell us whether or not they are 
writing policies with certain ZIP 
Codes, that will never tell us whether 
in fact racial discrimination takes 
place. 

We ask for it on ZIP Code+4, which is 
on a much smaller neighborhood level 
or on a census track basis. We ask for 
lost data. We have heard testimony 
from a range of different insurance 
commissioners around the country 
that came before us and told us that 
despite the fact that insurance compa
nies will tell the American public and 
anybody that asks that the reason that 
they do not write policies in these 
neighborhoods is because the blacks 
are poor risks, that their homes get 
robbed more often and they have great
er losses, if we look at the actual infor
mation that is collected by several 
States around the country right at the 
moment, the exact opposite is the 
truth. 

The Banking Committee version 
asked for that information. The Energy 
and Commerce Committee version does 
not ask for lost data. If we do not get 
lost data, we will get information from 
the insurance companies indicating 
that they are not writing these polices 
because these people are bad risks. 

Fundamentally, the reason why we 
have to get at this is to find out wheth
er or not we are really serious about 
seeing upward mobility in America. We 
have all sorts of policies that say we 
are going to invest in the Third World 
all across this planet, but we have a 
Third World in America that we turn 
our backs on. What we are trying to do 
is to get our major institutions to take 
a step forward, end racial prejudice, 
and invest in these communities. That 
is what this is all about. We need the 
help of this body. We need people to 
take a moral stand on this issue. Cer
tainly we can pass a bill around here 
that does not ask for any of the de
tailed information that is required and 
necessary in order to draw the proper 
conclusions. 

D 1250 
But if you are serious about getting 

at whether or not this kind of racial 
prejudice exists, you have to get the 
detailed information that the Commit
tee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs' version asks for. 

Finally, I would submit that there is 
a major question before the body as to 

whether or not this information would 
be housed at the HUD agency or housed 
at Commerce. This is a jurisdictional 
question between the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce and the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs. I think it is a critical question. 

The HUD agency, Housing and Urban 
Development, has run several pro
grams, including the programs that 
pertain to flood insurance and housing 
insurance and mortgage insurance and 
homeowner's insurance. They are in 
charge of determining whether or not 
that kind of racial prejudice takes 
place in our housing industry. They 
have housing inspectors that go out 
and make these determinations. 

The Commerce Department has none 
of these provisions. Certainly they col
lect some information on foreign insur
ance companies. It has nothing to do 
with racial prejudice or the kinds of is
sues we are discussing in this bill. 

The Secretary of HUD has asked for 
this to be a priority of his tenure at 
HUD. He has reorganized that agency 
in a way that has allowed him to make 
this a priority of his, and he has talked 
to me on several occasions, including 
testimony before our committee, which 
the Energy and Commerce version 
never got from Ron Brown, asking that 
this information be given to HUD, that 
he wants to make this a front and cen
ter piece of his administration's attack 
on racial discrimination in the housing 
industry. 

Mr. Speaker, please give this issue 
serious thought. If you rally wanted to 
end racial discrimination in the insur
ance industry, we need to collect this 
data, and we need to have the data 
housed at the HUD agency. If we get 
these data housed at HUD, if we get the 
detailed information, we can go a long 
way toward ending racial discrimina
tion in the housing policy and small 
business lending that currently exists 
in this country. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I yield 7 
minutes to the gentleman from Apple
ton, WI [Mr. ROTH], a hard-working 
member of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. Speaker, the legisla
tion before us will, if passed, drive up 
consumer insurance costs. That is the 
bottom line. 

The bill would begin an unnecessary 
Federal takeover of regulating the Na
tion's property an casualty insurance 
business. 

This legislation is premised on bad 
public policy. Why? Evidence of wide
spread redlining in insurance is anec
dotal only. 

Testimony presented to the commit
tee by Eric Englund, president of the 
Wisconsin Insurance Alliance, said: 

Stripped naked, the insurance industry ex
ists to sell and service insurance. 

Old or young. Rich or poor. White or black. 
Urban or rural. We'll take your money. We'll 
cover your risk. We'll pay your claim .... 
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Redlining is not the problem. The problem 

is the way in which the verbiage of racism 
impedes the evolution of additional practical 
solutions to problems inherent in urban liv
ing. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this bill. The best that may be said 
about this bill is that it could be a lot 
worse. 

As reported, H.R. 1188 would require 
insurance companies doing business in 
25 of our largest cities to report annu
ally to the U.S. Government the ·total 
number of policies written, earned pre
mium, and total number of new poli
cies, cancellations, and nonrenewals. It 
would require companies to disclose 
the number and location of agents in 
each city. All this mass of data would 
be reported by ZIP Code . . Others in the 
Congress would require the reporting 
by census tract-far more costly to in
surance companies-and consumers. 
This is government regulation gone 
wild. 

In fact, some well-intentioned insur
ance leaders have been persuaded to 
support this bad bill as reported for 
fear that the even more obnoxious ver
sion might be enacted. 

Even the bill before us, however, 
would lead to escalation of consumer 
insurance costs, more-not less-regula
tion, more Federal bureaucracy, unnec
essary Federal spending, duplication of 
State antidiscrimination laws, and du
plication of State data collection. 

My State, Wisconsin, is in the fore
front of States who require reporting 
detailed homeowners and automobile 
insurance sales data as to location of 
customers as to cancellations. 

For more than a year, the National 
Association of Insurance Commis
sioners has been collecting similar 
data from every State. Its first, in
terim report on urban insurance avail
ability and affordability will be avail
able at the end of 1994. 

If you review the bill you'll see that 
the bill is so defective it will cause 
legal chaos in the field of civil rights 
litigation. It fails to define redlining 
satisfactorily. It fails to define what is 
and is not legal behavior. And it fails 
to give direction for use of the data 
once it is collected. 

This legislation is just plain unneces
sary at this time. The Nation has far 
greater priorities. 

The bill would lead to an unwar
ranted dual Federal-State system of in
surance regulation. It would be im
posed on top of the present effective 
State system. 

So, once more, the Congress would 
arrogantly stick its nose into our 
State-regulated property and casualty 
insurance industry. State regulation 
for this industry is basically effective 
and appropriate. Federal supervision is 
not needed. 

This bill would unnecessarily make 
the Federal Government bigger and 
more costly-and the facts are that 

this government already is too big and 
costs far too much. 

To be sure, the federal insurance pro
gram that would be provided here 
might start small. But history teaches 
us that over time it would grow and 
never die. 

Its laudable goal is to eliminate per
ceived rate, geographic, and racial dis
crimination in the sale of property and 
casualty insurance, especially home
owners' insurance. 

This legislation, however, epitomizes 
everything that is bad about current 
legislative practice and policy in Con
gress today. The bill mandates needless 
spending of additional millions of dol
lars of federal money-up to $4 million 
a year-that we don't have. It imposes 
unnecessary costs on insurance provid
ers that are certain to be passed on to 
consumers. It tries to address a pos
sibly imaginary national problem. 

While the committee heard anecdotal 
testimony, including witnesses at a 
field hearing in Milwaukee, no case has 
been made that the insurance industry 
is guilty of widespread redlining as a 
form of racial discrimination. The 
committee reviewed several studies os
tensibly designed to prove whether 
widespread redlining exists in urban 
areas. The studies, all flawed, failed to 
do so. 

The industry has been unfairly in
dicted by anecdote. It is like Justice 
Potter Stewart's definition of obscen
ity: "I know it when I see it." 

The facts are that one study pre
sented to the committee clearly shows 
that property insurance is widely 
available in urban markets. Further
more, the States already outlaw dis
crimination in the marketplace, in
cluding redlining. This new Federal 
legislation would be redundant. 

This bill would do to insurance com
panies what Congress already has done 
to banks through the infamous Home 
Mortgage Disclosure Act, known infor
mally as the HMDA Act. We all know 
HMDA has produced a zillion pieces of 

· paper for the Federal Reserve to take 
care of and analyze endlessly with 
mostly inconclusive and controversial 
results. 

But we do not seem to learn anything 
from the past. This bill simply lacks 
definition of what behavior is and is 
not legal. This legislation would 
amount to welfare for lawyers in terms 
of litigation that would be almost cer
tain to result from misuse of collected 
data. 

Data collected under this bill could 
be used to involve insurance companies 
in costly legal battles defending every 
marketing and underwriting decision 
made in the inner-city. 

Insurance companies could be ac
cused of redlining when they either 
have a poor risk history in a certain 
area or just are not doing a very good 
job of marketing. 

Every company would be tempted to 
establish a legal defense fund-even the 

White House has one these days. Legal 
costs, of course, would be passed on to 
the consumers. 

My information is that the data that 
would be collected and disclosed by 
this legislation has already been re
quested by the National Association of 
Insurance Commissioners, an organiza
tion of State officials. 

There is no need to rush enactment 
of this legislation when the States at 
their own expense already are inves
tigating urban insurance underwriting 
practices. 

I urge the House to summarily reject 
this faulty, costly bill until better evi
dence justifies its enactment. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield 3 min
utes to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. HINCHEY]. 

Mr. HINCHEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise on 
this measure as a member of the Sub
committee on Consumer Credit and In
surance. It is a subcommittee of the 
Cammi ttee on Banking, Financing and 
Urban Affairs, and it is that sub
committee which has traditionally had 
jurisdiction in this area. 

D 1300 
I believe that what we are talking 

about here is very basic and fundamen
tal. The jurisdiction of the Cammi ttee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
in the area of property and casualty in
surance has never really been chal
lenged. The committee has historically 
overseen efforts to monitor and ensure 
the availability of property and cas
ualty insurance. The urban property 
insurance program of the 1960's and 
early 1970's were run out of HUD and 
overseen solely by banking. 

What we are attempting to do here 
today is to monitor information which 
is critical to the issue of redlining. 
This body has made substantial 
progress on the issue of redlining with 
regard to the banking industry and 
how loans are made into various com
munities. But until now the issue of 
redlining in the insurance industry has 
never been clearly brought into focus, 
and it is time that it be brought into 
focus. 

That is what we are attempting to do 
here, to ensure that people have avail
able to them loans that will provide 
them with the ability to improve prop
erty and to acquire property. And as 
the chairman of the subcommittee 
made clear just a few moments ago, 
their ability to do that is seriously im
paired, in fact it is made impossible in 
many i:pstances, as a result of the un
availability of insurance. 

In order to correct this problem, we 
need to have very simple and fun
damental data. We need to know where 
insurance is being provided, in which 
communities it is being provided so 
that we can clearly determine in what 
communities conversely it is not being 
provided. 
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The only way to do that in a mean

ingful way is to collect the data in a 
way that it will be usable. If we collect 
it on the basis of ZIP Codes, it is not 
usable, because the ZIP Code covers an 
area that is too large. ZIP Codes cross 
neighborhoods, and they make the data 
relatively unimportant and not usable. 

But if we collect it on the basis of 
census tracts, as we would like to do, . 
then that data becomes usable in a 
very meaningful way. 

Fundamentally that data ought to be 
available through HUD. HUD is the 
agency which traditionally collects 
this data with regard to banking and in 
every other area it is the agency that 
has jurisdiction over housing, the agen
cy that has jurisdiction over property 
and casualty insurance now, currently. 
And the data ought to be housed there. 

If we put the data into the Commerce 
Department, the Commerce Depart
ment is not equipped to deal with it. 
And we will then be collecting the data 
in a way that does not make any sense 
and will not have any real meaning or 
any significance. 

So this information ought to go to 
HUD. It ought to be collected in a 
meaningful way on the basis of census 
tracts rather than ZIP Codes, and it 
ought to be done in a way that will 
make some real sense so that we can 
develop this information to determine 
where redlining is taking place in this 
society. 

It is taking place in this country 
now; we know that. But in order to 
counteract those efforts, we need to 
know where exactly it is taking place. 

So it makes sense to collect this data 
in that way and put it into HUD so it 
can be used in a responsible and mean
ingful fashion. 

Mr. GORDON. Mr. Speaker, for pur
poses of debate only, I yield 3 minutes 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr. 
BARRETT]. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr. 
Speaker, I encourage my colleagues to 
support this amendment because it will 
mean a much fairer and more effective 
insurance redlining law. 

This legislation is crafted to bring 
the marketing practices of the insur
ance companies into the open so we can 
see whether redlining actually occurs. 
Unfortunately, the bill as currently 
written would not provide us with 
enough information. 

The loss data reporting requirements 
are particularly important to a redlin
ing law. Anyone who has followed the 
redlining debate over the years knows 
that insurance companies claim their 
rates are higher in certain areas be
cause losses are greater there. But 
studies have shown just the opposite, 
that loss rates are actually lower in 
areas where premiums are the highest. 

The only way to resolve this debate 
is to have the insurance companies pro
vide their loss data. If indeed the com
panies' claims that losses are higher in 

central cities are true, then they 
should be tripping over themselves try
ing to provide us with the loss data. 
What have they got to hide? 

This amendment is also important 
because it will expand the number of 
metropolitan areas covered by the law 
from 25 to 75. This is a compromise be
tween the bills passed by the Energy 
and Commerce and Banking commit
tees. The banking bill would have in
cluded the largest 150 metropolitan 
areas, pl us 50 rural areas. 

According to the lists that I have 
seen, the area I represent-the Milwau
kee area-has been ranked either 24th 
or 26th. I can tell you that redlining is 
a huge concern in my area. If it is a 
major concern in the 24th or 26th larg
est metro area, then it must be a con
cern in the 40th, 60th, and 75th largest 
areas as well. There is no reason why 
the law should not apply for the people 
who live in these areas. 

The voluntary census tract and 
"ZIP+4" provisions are also a com
promise between the Energy and Com
merce and Banking bills. The Banking 
Committee bill would have required 
census tract reporting in all areas. 
This amendment would simply give the 
secretary charged with administering 
the bill the flexibility to require census 
tract or ZIP+4 reporting in areas where 
five-digit ZIP Codes do not provide an 
accurate picture of a community's 
neighborhoods. 

As someone who represents a very di
verse area, I know that one ZIP Code 
can include a predominantly white, 
upper middle class neighborhood and a 
predominantly African-American, poor 
neighborhood. In cases like this, re
porting by five-digit ZIP Code is sim
ply inadequate. 

The amendment would also provide 
us with valuable information on race 
and gender. These provisions are no dif
ferent from those in the Home Mort
gage Disclosure Act [HMDAJ. Any in
formation disclosed would be com
pletely voluntary on the part of con
sumers. 

Let us pass as redlining bill that will 
truly make a difference. Insurance red
lining is a serious problem that de
serves to be dealt with seriously. 
Please join me in supporting this 
amendment. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time. As I said ear
lier, this rule is a marvelous model for 
our Committee on Rules to follow. It is 
an open rule, which I think should be 
the pattern used for other legislation 
that comes forward. 

I urge a "yes" vote on this rule. The 
legislation itself is terrible. I oppose 
that, but I do support an open amend
ment process. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Pursuant to House Resolution 
475 and rule XXIII, the Chair declares 

the House in the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union 
for the consideration of the bill, H.R. 
1188. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1188) to 
provide for disclosures for insurance in 
interstate commerce, with Ms. 
DELAURO in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 

rule, the bill is considered as having 
been read the first time. 

Under the rule, the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] will be rec
ognized for 30 minutes, and the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS]. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself such time as 
I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1188, the Antiredlining in Insur
ance Disclosure Act. This is landmark 
legislation, which is supported by a di
verse coalition including the NAACP, 
the American Insurance Association, 
Citizen Action, the Economic 
Empowerment Foundation, the Inde
pendent Insurance Agents of America, 
the Coalition of Bar Associations of 
Color, and the Council of Insurance 
Agents and Brokers. 

This bill is a truly bipartisan bill. It 
was reported by the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce by a voice vote 
with strong support on both sides of 
the aisle. I particularly want to thank 
the hard efforts of our full committee 
chairman, JOHN DINGELL, and the work 
of the ranking minority member of our 
subcommittee, Mr. STEARNS, and the 
ranking minority member of the full 
committee, Mr. MOORHEAD. I also want 
to express my appreciation to the 
former ranking minority member of 
our subcommittee, Mr. MCMILLAN, who 
has been extremely helpful in moving 
this bill forward. I firmly believe that 
this bipartisan effort has immeas
urably helped to make passage of this 
bill possible. 

I have been listening to the debate on 
the rule, and I think it confirms that 
this bill is a compromise. We heard 
some Members say that the reporting 
requirements should be increased, and 
others who want to do nothing. In fact, 
the bill has the broad support because 
we found the middle ground. 

Over the last year, the Commerce 
Subcommittee has examined redlining 
practices of insurance companies. At 
the subcommittee's two hearings, we 
heard very disturbing reports about a 
variety of practices insurance compa
nies use to deny access to insurance to 
the residents of our urban areas. 
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For example, Illinois Public Action 

testified that there are 52 State Farm 
offices and 32 Allstate offices in a pre
dominantly white congressional dis
trict in Chicago. But in the Chicago 
portion of my district, according to 
Public Action, there are only six State 
Farm offices and two Allstate offices 
outside the downtown area, but there 
are several in the suburban portions. 

Beyond anything we heard at our 
hearings, I can tell you about insur
ance redlining. It is an evil practice. It 
is nasty. As Ben Chavis, executive di
rector of the NAACP, put it in his let
ter endorsing H.R. 1188, "Insurance red
lining is a pernicious practice that 
must be stamped out." 

Believe me, despite the remarks of 
some Members, who during debate on 
the bill, said redlining does not exist, I 
can assure you that insurance redlin
ing is alive, well, and thriving. Many of 
my constituents must live with it 
every day. One need only drive through 
certain low-income areas and see resi
dential communities that have deterio
rated, areas that can't get insurance. 
They have been allowed to deteriorate 
not only because they have become 
economically and socially deprived, 
but to a large degree because accidents 
and hazards that most of us can be in
sured against were not covered by 
homeowners and/or automobile insur
ance which was denied them solely be
cause of their location. Without insur
ance, there is no hope. 

Redlining is a vicious circle. When 
you are denied the right to buy insur
ance, real property and businesses 
begin to deteriorate. When that occurs 
insurance becomes even harder to get. 
Residents and jobs flee, contributing to 
a vicious circle of despair. Fair access 
to affordable insurance is a keystone in 
our efforts at community quality con
trol and urban revitalization. 

Regrettably, many of my constitu
ents are too poor to own their own 
home. Homeownership is the great 
American dream, but for them, it is a 
far off and often unattainable desire, so 
they must rent. However, whether they 
are homeowners or renters, they want 
to work, they want to be economically 
independent, they want jobs. Many jobs 
that were once found in major cities 
have been fleeing to the suburbs. Folks 
wanting to work, and able to work, 
need access to the job. Now you may be 
of the opinion that mass transit can 
solve this problem, but I stand here to 
tell you that mass transit is often not 
available or adequate to the locations 
or at the optimum schedule for getting 
the workers to and from these jobs. 
They need an automobile. 

While many Americans may be un
able to afford to own a home, but they 
can afford to own a car. It is their life
blood. It is their access to a job. It is 
their access to a better way of life. It 
is their only access to the American 
dream. But if you own a car, you need 

insurance. Access to affordable auto in
surance is a major problem in many 
urban areas of our country, including 
Chicago. That is why I included report
ing of auto insurance as an essential 
part of H.R. 1188. That is why I am at 
a loss to understand the effort by some 
to strike auto insurance from the bill. 
To do so simply does not make any 
sense-particularly now, when every
one is talking about welfare reform en
couraging people to work rather than 
to remain on the public dole. The abil
ity to obtain automobile insurance 
goes to the heart of accessibility to job 
opportunities. · 

There is plenty of evidence of redlin
ing behavior by insurance companies. 
For example, the NAACP has a lawsuit 
pending against American Family Mu
tual Insurance Company. That is the 
case where the sales manager was re
corded as telling an agent, "I think 
you write too many blacks. You gotta 
sell good, solid premium paying white 
people." Do you know how offensive 
that statement is? How insulting? 

To combat redlining, I introduced 
legislation H.R. 1188, the Anti Redlin
ing in Insurance Disclosure Act. As 
amended by the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, this act will require in
surance companies to disclose inf orma
tion about their insurance activities in 
the 25 largest urban areas, such as the 
breakdown of policies sold and agent 
location by ZIP Code. These disclosure 
requirements would apply to auto
mobile and homeowners insurance, and 
would last for 5 years, extendable by 
the Secretary of Commerce for 2 addi
tional years. In addition, the Secretary 
of Commerce would conduct a 2-year 
pilot project to collect information on 
small business commercial insurance 
in the five largest cities. 

The information generated by this 
legislation would help determine the 
true nature and extent of redlining, but 
more importantly, the public disclo
sure of this information would also 
serve as a powerful disincentive 
against discriminatory behavior. 

At the subcommittee markup last 
July 28, the bill was amended to meet 
industry objections. I was not thrilled 
with all these amendments, but they 
attracted broader and bipartisan sup
port to the bill and enabled the legisla
tion to move forward. At the same 
time, I believe the bill, even in its 
amended form, is a tremendous step 
forward. It will provide a significant 
amount of data that is simply not pub
licly available today-data that will 
help us determine the true nature and 
extent of redlining. The bill was im
proved at the full Committee, when I 
successfully offered an amendment to 
establish a pilot project for the collec
tion of information on commercial in
surance. 

During the legislative process, we 
worked and consulted with all sides in 
fashioning this bill. There was exten-

sive consultation with consumer and 
community groups, the insurance in
dustry, the National Association of in
surance Commissioners, and relevant 
Federal agencies. We worked with 
Members on both sides of the aisle. No
body is completely satisfied with this 
bill, but most can support it. As the 
consumer group Citizen Action put it, 
the bill "is a significant improvement 
over the status quo." 

Now this bill is no panacea. It is not 
going to solve all insurance redlining 
problems overnight. No bill will, but it 
is an important step forward. It will 
help those charged with enforcing in
surance laws by highlighting areas 
where insurance is most difficult to 
get. It will enable a more thorough in
vestigation of possible redlining. 

Now some may say this bill is not 
good enough. Let us wait until next 
year, or let us leave it to the States. 

I am not optimistic that we would do 
any better by leaving it to the States. 
There are a few State insurance depart
ments which are really concerned 
about redlining, and this bill does not 
preempt those States from taking ac
tion. Thus while this bill does not 
interfere with what States may qo, it 
ensures a baseline level of disclosure 
nationwide. 

My constituents and yours suffer 
daily the indignities of insurance red
lining. They want to start seeing some 
relief now. We here in Washington can 
argue about the perfect bill, but our 
constituents want results. We can wait 
forever for State legislatures to pass 
the perfect bill-or even any bill, but 
our congressional districts want re
sults. 

Madam Chairman, I must also point 
out that, when this bill is considered 
for amendments, I will have to oppose 
all amendments. 

If I had my druthers, I would like to 
have been able to strengthen this bill, 
but, my first priority must be to pass 
this much needed legislation. The bill 
in its current form reflects a broad, 
pragmatic consensus. Unfortunately, 
the kinds of changes that some of my 
colleagues might want to make would 
produce a bill that would destroy that 
consensus and could not be enacted. 
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The bill in its current form can be 

enacted and should be enacted. It 
would provide a lot of information 
about insurance practices that is sim
ply not available today. If we attempt 
to improve this bill in a manner that it 
is not passable, none of this informa
tion will become available. We would 
have shot ourselves in the foot and the 
perfect would have become the enemy 
of the good. 

Madam Chairman, let me expand on 
one point. The bill requires data re
porting on insurance activities with re
spect to the 25 largest metropolitan 
areas, and establishes a pilot project of 



17204 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
reporting with respect to commercial 
insurance in the 5 largest metropolitan 
areas. In determining either the 25 
largest or the 5 largest metropolitan 
areas, as applicable, the Secretary of 
Commerce should use population fig
ures from the 1990 census. Thus, the 
Secretary should designate either the 
25 largest or the 5 largest metropolitan 
areas, as applicable, in rank order 
based on the 1990 census. For purposes 
of determining the rank order, the 
ranking of metropolitan areas should 
be based on metropolitan areas as de
fined by the Office of Management and 
Budget as of December 31, 1992. 

Let me also note that section 6 of the 
legislation directs the Secretary to 
promulgate implementing regulations. 
Those regulations may provide for ad
justments and exceptions for classes of 
transactions where necessary and prop
er to effectuate the purposes of the re
porting and disclosure requirements 
and to prevent circumvention or eva
sion or to facilitate compliance. 

There may be some limited situa
tions where the reporting requirements 
of this legislation are not necessary, in 
light of the purposes of the legislation, 
with respect to certain specialized 
types of insurance policies. For exam
ple, some insurance companies offer 
specialized insurance policies to cover 
antique or specialty automobiles that 
are not used for general transportation 
purposes. Since the reporting of data 
on these particular types of specialized 
insurance policies does not appear nec
essary to effectuate the purposes of 
this legislation, this may be one area 
where the Secretary may want to con
sider using the exemption authority of 
section 6. 

Madam Chairman, I urge support of 
this legislation and I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 7 minutes. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today to dis
cuss H.R. 1188, the Antiredlining in In
surance Disclosure Act. In the context 
of insurance sales, redlining is, unfor
tunately, a term tossed around without 
much thought to its meaning. The 
most common, and most realistic defi
nition of redlining in insurance sales is 
the practice of routineiy and delib
erately denying certain classes of indi
viduals insurance coverage simply be
cause of their race, gender, ethnic ori
gin, or socioeconomic status. It is im
portant that anyone who might be en
gaged in this practice be absolutely 
clear on one point-redlining is a viola
tion of both Federal civil rights laws 
and State insurance laws and it will 
not be tolerated. Any corporation or 
individual found engaging in racial dis
crimination of any kind should be pros
ecuted to the fullest extent of the law. 

Madam Chairman, you will hear 
many Members come to the floor today 
and describe why the House must ap
prove strengthening amendments to 

this legislation, so that it will be an ef
fective civil rights enforcement bill. As 
well-intentioned as my distinguished 
colleagues may be, I think they are 
missing the point-H.R. 1188 is not a 
civil rights enforcement bill. 

Arguably, H.R. 1257, the Banking 
Committee's redlining bill was de
signed to provide information for civil 
rights enforcement. However, the 
Banking Committee's bill is not the 
one on the floor today, and even if it 
was, it reached its conclusion by pre
supposing an answer to the question 
'asked by H.R. 1188; namely, whether or 
not individuals are discriminated 
against in insurance sales simply due 
to their race or where they live. 

The Energy and Commerce Commit
tee decided to structure H.R. 1188 in 
the manner before the House today be
cause none of the evidence submitted 
to the committee, or even any of the 
evidence or testimony printed in the 
Banking Committee's hearings, was 
sufficient to warrant large-scale inter
vention. Much of the evidence was an
ecdotal in nature, which any public 
policy expert will tell you is dubious at 
best, and the vast majority of those 
studies purporting to be scientific in 
nature were grievously flawed. 

For instance, the Commerce Sub
committee, on which I serve as ranking 
Republican member, heard almost half
a-dozen stories of individuals who al
leged that they were denied insurance 
because of their race, ethnic back
ground, or gender. Two different 
consumer groups submitted different 
studies alleging widespread discrimina
tion in the sales of insurance. However, 
another study received by the sub
committee showed that among minor
ity homeowners in the inner-city, an 
average of 98 percent carried either 
basic or comprehensive homeowners' 
insurance policies and 86 percent said 
that it was either very or somewhat 
easy to obtain insurance. All of these 
studies cannot be correct. 

That is why a coalition of sub
committee Republicans and Democrats 
joined together to erisure that H.R. 1188 
answered the question posed by the 
subcommittee's hearings-does redlin
ing in insurance sales exist? To focus 
the bill on this question, we modified 
the bill in four simply ways: 

First, we reduced the number of 
urban areas included in the study from 
150 to 25. That still represents almost 
two-thirds of the Nation's metropoli
tan population, which is a sample far 
larger than needed to see if a problem 
exists. 

Second, we only required reporting 
on the basis of 5-digi t ZIP Codes in
stead of census tracts. Currently, no 
insurer uses census tracts for any of 
their activities. Requiring reporting by 
census tracts, of 9-digi t ZIP Codes 
which are later converted into census 
tracts by the Government, would be ex
tremely costly to either insurers or the 

Government, meaning that insurers 
would have to raise premiums or the 
Government would have to raise taxes. 

Third, we eliminated requirements 
that insurers report unnecessary data, 
such -as demographic information or 
loss data. Demographic information 
about geographic areas, like racial and 
gender composition, is already widely 
available-we can even get it on our 
own computers through House Infor
mation Systems. And lost data rep
resents highly proprietary information, 
the release of which could represent 
the loss of trade secrets for insurers. 
Loss information reported on a 5-digit 
ZIP Code basis or smaller also rep
resents too small a sample to be statis
tically significant. 

Finally, and perhaps most impor
tantly, we ensured that this was indeed 
a study, and not a data gathering exer
cise that would continue in perpetuity. 
We added a 5-year sunset provision, 
ending the study unless the Secretary 
of Commerce decided that more data 
was needed, in which case the program 
would definitely end after a total of 7 
years. We believed that this, like any 
other program, should be subject to the 
normal authorization and appropria
tion process, and Congress should have 
an opportunity to review the study's 
findings to determine whether there is 
a need for continued data collection. 

H.R. 1188 and the proposals by some 
of my former Banking Committee col
leagues will provide roughly the same 
information. So what do we gain with 
the approach taken by H.R. 1188? The 
short answer is about $21 million. 

As you can see from the chart, the 
Congressional Budget Office had strik
ingly different estimates for the cost to 
the Government of H.R. 1188 and the 
Banking Committee's redlining provi
sions. Even under CBO's worst case sce
nario, the Banking Committee's pro
posal was $21 million more expensive 
than H.R. 1188. If you ask why, the CBO 
best answered that question in their 
cost analysis of the Banking Commit
tee bill: "Most of the estimated cost 
associated with-the redlining portion 
of the bill-would be attl'ibutable to 
the large amount of information that 
would be collected, analyzed, and made 
available to the public." That is the 
same information that members of the 
Banking Committee will be seeking to 
require through their amendments. 

In these times of fiscal austerity, we 
need to be even more conscious than 
usual about the cost of what we do in 
this House. H.R. 1188 represents a bi
partisan compromise that will answer 
the same questions answered by the 
data that Democratic members of the 
Banking Committee want to collect. 
And it does it more effectively and at a 
lower cost than anything proposed by 
the Banking Committee, either in their 
bill or through their amendments. 

I believe that H.R. 1188 as it stands 
before the House represents the best 
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possible compromise for everyone. 
Changing too much in either direction 
will cause Members to loose their al
ready strained enthusiasm for this leg
islation. I urge my colleagues to oppose 
all amendments to H.R. 1188 and to 
support its final passage only if it re
mains intact. 
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Madam Chairman, I include the chart 

referred to in my remarks, as follows: 

OFFICIAL CBO COST ESTIMATES FOR H.R. 1188 AND TITLE 
11 OF H.R. 1257 

[Budget authority in millions) 

Fiscal year 
Total 

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

H.R. 1188 (high estimate) .. $4.0 $4.0 $3.0 $3.0 $3.0 $17.0 
H.R. 1188 (low estimate) .... 3.0 3.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 9.0 
H.R. 1257 (Title Ill . 0.7 3.2 3.1 150 16.0 38.0 

Source: Official CBO cost estimates included in the respective committee 
reports. 

Madam Chairman, I reserve the bal
ance of my time. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY], the former insurance com
missioner of North Dakota and former 
president of the National Association 
of Insurance Commissioners. 

Mr. POMEROY. I thank the distin
guished gentlewoman for yielding me 
the time. 

Madam Chairman, I have served as 
an insurance regulator. For 8 years I 
was elected by the people in North Da
kota to regulate the business of insur
ance as conducted in that State. Dur
ing that period of time I was elected by 
my regulatory colleagues to serve as 
president of the National Association 
of Insurance Commissioners, the um
brella organization closely coordinat
ing the regulatory initiatives of the 
State. My brother was elected to the 
position of insurance commissioner 
succeeding me in that post giving me 
an ongoing, close view of regulatory is
sues as seen by State regulators. 
Frankly, I have a great deal of con
fidence in State regulation and in the 
National Association of State Insur
ance Commissioners which coordinates 
carefully State regulation of this im
portant national commerce. 

In that light, I have typically been 
very skeptical of Federal initiatives on 
insurance regulatory issues, believing 
that they were well-intentioned but ill
considered, they did not work well, 
they were duplicative of activity tak
ing place at the States or worse yet a 
jurisdictional grab from something 
better controlled at a State level. I do 
not find H.R. 1188, however, to fall 
within that realm of traditional objec
tions I have had to Federal initiatives. 
I believe H.R. 1188 is a balanced, careful 
approach to a serious public policy 
issue. 

Frankly, I wish more data was pres
ently available. I wish the State com-

missioners had generated, had taken 
the initiative and given us more data 
so we might evaluate the very serious 
allegations attendant to the redlining 
issue. I think the approach taken by 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce is an appropriate course, and I 
mark it in stark contrast to the initia
tives urged by the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs. 

The Committee on Energy and Com
merce does not presume guilt, does not 
foist upon the industry and ultimately 
upon the insurance consumers of this 
country increased costs for exhaustive 
data collection efforts based on some 
anecdotal reports. Rather, it takes a 
careful, studied, balanced view cer
tainly designed to give us the type of 
data that we will need to evaluate the 
seriousness of the issue and formulate 
appropriate public policy in the future 
should it come to that. 
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As we look at those who just say all 

we want is information, all we want is 
information, we have got to understand 
that regulatory burdens upon an indus
try add costs to consumers, every 
consumer in this country. There is no 
allegation of red-lining in North Da
kota but you can bet North Dakota 
consumers are going to pay higher pre
miums if the farflung regulatory objec
tives of the Banking Committee are 
amended into this legislation. 

So I would close by urging my col
leagues, support H.R. 1188, a balanced 
approach, and oppose the amendments 
offered this afternoon to the bill. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from California [Mr. MOOR
HEAD], ranking member of the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Chairman, 
I rise today in support of H.R. 1188, the 
Anti Redlining in Insurance Disclosure 
Act, and urge my colleagues to oppose 
all amendments. This legislation is the 
product of months of hard work by 
Chairwoman COLLINS, Chairman DIN
GELL, Congressman STEARNS, and oth
ers. It represents a bipartisan com
promise to find an efficient and cost ef
fective approach to the troubling issue 
of redlining. It is a bill that is sup
ported by both consumer groups and 
businesses. 

There is a great deal of confusion 
over the extent of redlining in the 
inner-city. Some studies indicate that 
redlining is a localized problem that 
can be amply prosecuted under current 
law. Other studies suggest that redlin
ing is more widespread. There is 
enough confusion about this issue that 
the NAIC has recently issued a data 
call to learn more about this problem. 

H.R. 1188 creates the least intrusive 
means of collecting data relevant to 
the question. Insurance companies al
ready collect policy information based 
on ZIP Codes. By matching up policy 

information from the Nation's largest 
metropolitan areas with existing cen
sus data, the Department of Commerce 
can determine whether there are any 
significantly underserved population 
areas. This collection effort will end 
after 5 years, to insure that no perma
nent government bureaucracy is cre
ated. 

Some of my colleagues would like to 
upset the fragile coalition supporting 
this legislation by imposing additional 
mandates. For example, an amendment 
will be · offered to force insurance com
panies to gather information by census 
tract. This amendment is unnecessary, 
burdensome, and expensive. According 
to the Congressional Budget Office, 
data collection by census tract would 
increase the cost of this legislation by 
as much as $29 million. I believe that 
we have a duty to the taxpayers to 
minimize all new regulations and ex
penditures. 

In closing, I would like to commend 
my colleagues who have worked so 
hard to craft this legislation. In par
ticular, my thanks go to Chairwoman 
CARDISS COLLINS and ranking Repub
lican member CLIFF STEARNS who has 
pulled everyone together to forge an ef
fective compromise. Congressmen 
SLATTERY, ROWLAND, MCMILLAN, and 
GREENWOOD, as well as the full commit
tee chairman, Mr. DINGELL, have all 
made critical contributions. 

H.R. 1188 is the least intrusive, cost
effective approach to understanding 
redlining. Adoption of any amendments 
will tear apart the fabric that holds 
this bill together. I urge my colleagues 
to oppose all amendments and to pass 
the bill as it stands. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tlewoman from Missouri [Ms. DANNER]. 

Ms. DANNER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 1188. This 
bill strikes an equitable balance be
tween the needs of the Federal Govern
ment and the needs of insurance com
panies across the United States. 

H.R. 1188 requires insurers to report 
specific information regarding home
owners, automobile, and fire insurance 
policies, by 5-digit ZIP Code. These are 
the most common policies in force in 
our country today, with virtually 
every household in the Nation main
taining at least one of these policies 
and many households maintaining mul
tiple policies. 

H.R. 1188 requires insurers to report 
this data for the 25 largest metropoli
tan statistical areas, which represent 
58 percent of the urban population of 
our country and 46 percent of the total 
U.S. population. 

The .bill also calls for the Department 
of Commerce to conduct a study of 
small business insurance availability. 
Because of the differences between 
small businesses and their insurance 
needs, no one policy fits all. The Sec
retary will be charged with the duty of 
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first determining an appropriate defini
tion of small business for insurance 
purposes and the kinds of coverage 
most common among small businesses 
and then completing the study with a 
comprehensive examination of small 
businesses in the five largest MSA's. 

An important element of the bill re
quires the data to be reported in the 
aggregate as opposed to an individual 
policy basis. This will prevent the dis
closure of individual policyholders' 
names. Aggregate data reporting will 
also assist the data collectors by reduc
ing the volume of computer space need
ed to process and analyze the mate
rials. 

Furthermore, reqmrmg insurance 
companies to gather and report data on 
50 additional cities, will not provide 
better evidence that redlining is or is 
not occurring, but it will sharply in
crease the costs that insurance compa
nies must incur-a cost which will in
evitably be passed on to the consumer. 

Last, this legislation will sunset 
after 5 years unless the Secretary re
ports to the Congress that further 
study is necessary. This is an impor
tant element of the bill for all tax
payers. If insurance companies are red
lining, 5 years of data will certainly 
tell us so. If they are not, the Amer
ican taxpayer does not need to ·· perpet
uate another Government bur~aucracy. 

Madam Chairman, this bill collects 
more than ample data needed in order 
to determine if a redlining problem ex
ists. I rise in support of H.R. 1188 and I 
urge my colleagues to reject all amend
ments to this bill. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from New York [Mr. FISH], 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

Mr. FISH. Madam Chairman, as 
many Members of this House know, I 
have long been a supporter of State 
regulation of insurance. At the same 
time, during my many years in the 
Congress, I . have been a strong sup
porter of civil rights legislation. In this 
context, I rise in support of H.R. 1188, 
the Antiredlining in Insurance Disclo
sure Act, sponsored by Congresswoman 
CARDISS COLLINS. 

The gentle chairlady has worked 
with her subcommittee to carefully de
sign a bill which will provide the Fed
eral Government with adequate data to 
determine if a redlining problem exists 
in this country's urban communities. 
Some have made allegations that in
surers are refusing to sell their prod
ucts in minority or low-income neigh
borhoods. The Collins bill will collect 
data from the 25 largest metropolitan 
statistical areas [MSA's] which rep
resent 59 percent of the urban popu
lation of this country. The Department 
of Commerce will then analyze that 
data and report back to the Congress. 

There are some issues that require 
action at the Federal level-a Federal 

perspective. H.R. 1188 will help us de
termine if there is a national redlining 
problem with respect to sales of insur
ance in urban America. Redlining is a 
serious issue, particularly if it is done 
because of race or economic status. For 
decades, insurers have not been per
mitted to collect any information re
garding policyholders' race or eth
nicity. The data collected as a result of 
this bill when coupled with data col
lected by the U.S. Census Bureau will 
allow us to determine if there is an in
surance availability problem in urban 
comm uni ties. It is proper that informa
tion regarding an individual's race or 
ethnicity be collected by the Federal 
Government such as is done by the 
Census Bureau. 

However, it would not be proper for 
insurance companies to ask their pol
icyholders, or potential policyholders, 
to identify their race or ethnicity, even 
on a voluntary basis as one amendment 
seeks to do. Many policyholders would 
be offended by such a question and 
would refuse to answer. It would most 
probably make policyholders believe 
race information was being used to de
termine their premium charge or insur
ability. Mrs. COLLINS and her sub
committee realized that requiring in
surers to ask for race information was 
not the appropriate approach. That 
data is best collected by the Federal 
Government and is currently available 
through the Department of Commerce. 

In conclusion, Madam Chairman, 
H.R. 1188 is a fair and balanced meas
ure. It will provide the necessary data 
at the least cost to insurers and at the 
least cost to consumers of insurance 
products. I urge my colleagues to sup
port this bill and reject all amend
ments. 
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Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 

yield 3 .minutes to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. GREENWOOD], who 
serves with me on the committee. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Madam Chair
man, the Energy and Commerce Sub
committee on Commerce, Consumer 
Protection, and Competitiveness, on 
which I serve, held two public hearings 
last year to determine whether redlin
ing on a racial or an ethnic basis is oc.:. 
curring in the United States. I was not 
able to attend the field hearing in Chi
cago, but did participate in the hearing 
in Washington. 

Frankly, I was not convinced that 
redlining is in fact occurring to any 
significant degree. What the evidence 
did seem to suggest was that, not sur
prisingly, insurers were basing their 
marketing strategies on the basis of 
profitability, not ethnicity. But the ad
vocates of this legislation believe red
lining occurs regularly, so they have 
devised a bill to collect massive 
amounts of data for analysis and study 
to root it out. 

If redlining is occurring, we ought to 
find out about it. We ought to put an 

end to it, because it is wrong. It seems 
to make the most sense to limit data 
collection to places where there are ac
tually allegations of redlining. I of
fered such an amendment, but it was 
defeated in the Commerce subcommit
tee and in the full committee. 

The bill before us now collects data 
from 25 metropolitan statistical areas. 
That means records must be submitted 
to Washington for every auto, home
owner and fire insurance policy sold to 
virtually half of the population of the 
country, a very large sample, indeed. 

Now, in my mind, that puts the nee
dle of redlining in a haystack of paper
work where it will never be found. Cer
tainly sampling half of the Nation's in
surance sales ought to be enough to 
discover if redlining is occurring. What 
we must do today is to resist amend
ments soon to be offered that would ex
tend this data collection even further 
from the 25 metropolitan statistical 
areas in the bill to 75. That proposal 
takes the needle from the haystack and 
puts it in the hayfield. 

.H.R. 1188 represents a compromise, 
Madam Chairman, and I urge Members 
to resist amendments that would make 
it even more burdensome, costly, and 
impossible to administer. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Kansas [Mr. SLATTERY], a 
distinguished Member of the Sub
committee on Commerce, Consumer 
Protection, and Competitiveness. 

Mr. SLATTERY. Madam Chair
woman, I rise in support of H.R. 1188, 
the Anti Redlining in Insurance Disclo
sure Act. 

I have been actively involved in this 
legislation on the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce, and I am pleased 
it is receiving the attention it is today 
on the floor of the House. I commend 
the gentlewoman who chairs the sub
committee and ranking minority mem
ber on the subcommittee also for their 
hard work on this legislation. 

During the subcommittee consider
ation of this legislation, I worked with 
several of my colleagues to develop a 
bipartisan compromise that can pass 
Congress this year. The en bloc amend
ment I offered, which gained unani
mous support by the subcommittee, 
cleared up many of the outstanding 
concerns of the industry. 

H.R. 1188 would require insurers sell
ing policies in large urban areas to re
port statistical data to the Department 
of Commerce in order to determine the 
extent of so-called redlining practices. 
Let me just say I believe this legisla
tion is very important, because there 
are serious and legitimate allegations 
about redlining practices across this 
country. I am convinced that the five
digit ZIP Code is the best geographical 
unit for this type of data collection. 
ZIP Codes are universal. Insurance 
companies do not currently organize 
data by census tracts, and many small 
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companies do not compile data with 
nine-digit ZIP Codes. Use of five-digit 
ZIP Codes is the most sensible ap
proach and will not cause undue finan
cial burden on the industry. 

I am pleased this measure does not 
require companies to report loss data. 
It is important that we do not legislate 
in a manner which would require com
panies' trade secrets to be revealed to 
competitors. By requiring data report
ing in the 25 largest metropolitan sta
tistical areas, we will be able to ascer
tain the extent of redlining. I believe 
these MSA's, which comprise 58 per
cent of the Nation's metropolitan pop
ulation, will provide a more than ade
quate sample. 

Small insurance companies, those 
with less than 1 percent market share 
per line statewide, which write pri
marily rural policies would not be re
quired to report more than summary 
data. Insurance companies will be al
lowed to report data on an aggregate 
basis, which will maintain the policy
holders' confidentiality. 

The measure includes a provision to 
sunset the act after 5 years, but allows 
the Secretary of Commerce to extend 
it for one 2-year period. After that time 
has expired, Congress can review the 
studies and then determine whether 
the legislation should be reauthorized. 

This may not be perfect legislation. 
It is like all other compromises that 
we deal with in this body, but the fact 
of the matter is this is the best legisla
tion that we can put on the President's 
desk this year. 

I happen to believe very strongly this 
is a serious problem that needs to be 
dealt with. I believe the data we are 
collecting with this legislation will 
give us a clear picture as to the dimen
sion of this problem, and if it is as seri
ous as some suggest that it is and as I 
believe that it is in some areas of this 
country, then we will have the data to 
document it and be able to move for
ward with the vigorous action that this 
Congress and State legislatures across 
the country could deal with. 

So I commend the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce for bringing this 
legislation to the floor today and urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairwoman, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY]. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairwoman, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding 
me this time. 

Madam Chairman, I would like to 
point out that it has been basically a 
one-sided debate that has occurred on 
the House floor over the course of the 
last 45 minutes or so, because the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs has not been allowed on the 
House floor to be able to make its case 
in terms of the alternatives that have 
been supported in the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs to 

deal with the very serious problem of 
insurance relining. 

First and foremost, I have heard 
Members mention that we cannot go 
from ZIP Code to census tract because 
of the cost. The fact of the matter is 
that many of the insurance companies 
around the country already use the ZIP 
Code+4 category which suffices to get 
the informati.on that is required to 
make the determination. 

It is very clear that you cannot make 
the determination as to whether or not 
redlining exists if you only take zip 
codes. ZIP Codes in many cities around 
the country involve urban areas that 
are in many cases very, very poor that 
extend out to wealthy suburbs, and 
therefore simply because an insurance 
company happens to write policies in a 
ZIP Code does not tell you whether or 
not racial discrimination is taking 
place. Certainly you can get bipartisan 
support for such a bill, because it does 
not do a darn thing. 

If we are really interested in finding 
out whether or not racial discrimina
tion exists in the insurance industry, 
you have got to take it to a point 
where you are finding out whether the 
prejudice exists. 

In terms of the cost, the fact of the 
matter is the cost of these programs, if 
you buy the CD-ROM, is a very, very 
inexpensive proposition. In many cases, 
first of all, I should point out, the 
banking industry already does this at 
the census-tract level. 

Second, the fact is that the informa
tion that we have gotten from both 
software companies at our committee 
hearings as well as from the industry 
itself indicate the cost to this industry 
will be minimal, and it basically re
quires a computer programmer to 
punch a button on a computer screen 
to convert it from census tract to ZIP 
Code. 

I appreciate the fact that there is not 
a lot of racial discrimination in the 
State of North Dakota, and the fact is 
we had a Member here who mentioned 
the fact that this was not something 
that he felt was particularly a big 
problem. But North Dakota does not 
have the same kind of problems that 
we have in Boston or in Philadelphia, 
Chicago, or Detroit or in places like 
Los Angeles where the problem of in
surance redlining exists. Obviously, 
there may be costs to straightening 
out an industry that has been racially 
prejudiced in terms of how it is writing 
its policies. 

That might, in fact, mean some dis
comfort .for the insurance industry in 
North Dakota. I am sorry for that dis
comfort. The fact of the matter is the 
insurance commissioner in North Da
kota currently has changed since the 
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr. 
POMEROY] has left North Dakota, and 
now requires the information we are 
asking for in this bill. 

So I am pointing out that if we are 
really interested in getting the kind of 

information that will allow us to make 
these determinations, we need to have 
census tract versus ZIP Code. We need 
to ask for information on race and gen
der. Of course, if you do not ask for in
formation on race and gender, cer
tainly you get bipartisan support, be
cause it does not tell you anything. 

If you want to find out whether or 
not it exists, you have got to ask for 
information about race and gender. 

If a minority or someone, or a 
woman, does not want to tell you or a 
man does not want to tell you their 
race or gender, fine, then they can ex
empt themselves from having to write 
the information, but it allows us to ask 
the question. If we are serious about 
getting to the point whether there is 
discrimination, we need to have infor
mation on loss data. 
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The insurance industry is obviously 
going to tell us that the reason why 
they do· not write policies is because 
the blacks are bad risks. Well, my 
goodness, let us at least find out 
whether the information we have got
ten from the various insurance regu
lators who have come before · our com
mittee are telling us the truth when 
they tell us that in fact the minority 
community gets charged higher rates 
and has less losses. 

I also would like to point out that in 
the amendment that the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs is 
offering in order to deal with some of 
the paperwork burdens, we exempt 
many of the small companies. That 
does not exist in terms of the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce version. 

This is fundamentally, when all is 
said and done, a question of whether or 
not we are going to get at the root 
cause of racial discrimination in the 
policy-writing of insurance companies 
in America and whether or not, in your 
opinion, if you think that the Energy 
and Commerce Committee has taken 
enough of your committee's jurisdic
tion, then I would suggest you vote for 
the Energy and Commerce version. -If 
you think they have had enough, then 
vote for the Banking Committee's ver
sion. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairwoman, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I have just a few comments in ref
erence to the gentleman from Massa
chusetts' [Mr. KENNEDY'S] comments. I 
think the question is, if the :vlembers 
want a more intrusive Government 
program, then they would vote for the 
Kennedy bill. But if they want less 
Government intrusion and they want a 
bill that costs less for what at the mo
ment appears to be an imaginary prob
lem, they should vote for R.R. 1188. It 
is not clear to us that a lot of the in
vestment that has been put into a lot 
of the cities and is not in certain areas 
is not because of any discrimination 
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but perhaps is because of the risk in
volved or because of the status of the 
situation in terms of the real estate 
and many other factors. But I think 
H.R. 1188 starts to proceed with a very 
concrete study, with less Government 
intrusion, and has bipartisan support. 

So at this point we have heard from 
both sides of the aisle and we have bi
partisan support for a bill that is less 
intrusive, costs less, and at this point 
would bring to bear all the information 
we need within a 5-year sunset. 

I must point out that the bill that 
Mr. KENNEDY supports does not have 
the 5-year sunset, and I think that 
most Members of Congress who have 
had any experience in dealing with the 
Federal Government would like to have 
at least a sunset provision. 

Madam Chairwoman, I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS]. 

Mr. TOWNS. I thank the gentle
woman for yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, let me just say 
that I have heard the discussion here 
about the fact that this bill does not do 
anything, that this bill is too weak and 
this bill does not answer the questions. 

Let me just say that all of us prob
ably have or would have liked to have 
gotten some things into the bill, but 
this was the strongest bill that we 
could get at the time and passed in the 
House. 

I think this bill is not weak, it is not 
useless, as some people have said. It re
quires insurance companies to provide 
the Department of Commerce with cer
tain information about the car, about 
the homeowner, fire and allied profit 
insurance. They provide it in the 20 
largest metropolitan areas around. 
That to me is extremely important. I 
hope that the calmer colleagues will 
look at this and recognize that the 
time has come that we need to do 
something about discrimination. 

This bill addresses that issue. This is 
a bill that has bipartisan support. I do 
not think we should sit around and 
talk about what could be done. I think 
the thing we should do now is to vote 
this bill out. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. TOWNS] 
has expired. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield an additional minute to the gen
tleman from New York. 

Mr. TOWNS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding this time to me. 

I would like to say that I have lis
tened to all of the discussions over the 
past few months, people saying that 
this is not strong enough, that we 
should do more, we should go further. 
But I think we have to be realistic. If 
we can pass this bill , I think we should. 
It has bipartisan support. I think we 
should move ahead with it. I think it 
answers a lot of the questions. I am 
very concerned about discrimination. 

When I listen to people in my area, as 
I have also listened to people going 
around this country, they are saying to 
us we should do something. They do 
not want us to twiddle our thumbs and 
talk about things to do down the road; 
they are talking about things we 
should do now. 

We are prepared to go forward with 
this today. The bipartisan support is 
very important. I thank the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] and the members of the full 
committee for the work they have 
done, as well as the staff. 

This bill makes a lot of sense. 
Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 

thank the distinguished gentleman for 
his comments. And to show the biparti
sanship here for this bill, it is my will
ingness at this time to yield 4 minutes 
from our side to the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce, the gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. DINGELL]. 

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Florida for 
yielding this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, after long labor, 
much delay, and, quite frankly, a fair 
amount of externally induced obfusca
tion, the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce has brought before this body 
H.R. 1188. 

Madam Chairman, I want to begin by 
commending the distinguished gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], 
the chairman of the subcommittee, for 
her leadership on this matter. She is 
the first to author this legislation. She 
has long been working against redlin
ing and against racial discrimination 
in housing and in all other matters. 
She deserves the commendation and 
the support of this body for the fact 
that she has brought this legislation to 
the floor and has achieved the success 
which she has. 

Madam Chairman, her accomplish
ment is all the more remarkable in 
that it is bipartisan, that this legisla
tion has come out of the committee 
with the strong support of the member
ship on both sides. It is still more im
portant in that this is legislation 
which can pass and which can become 
law. It is supported by a wide diversity 
of groups including the NAACP, the 
Citizen Action, the Economic 
Empowerment Foundation, and the Co
alition of Bar Associations of Color. It 
is also supported by large and respon
sible segments of the insurance indus
try as well as many individual insur
ance companies, such as the National 
Association of Mutual Insurance Com
panies, Alliance of American Insurers, 
American Insurance Association, Inde
pendent Insurance Agents of America, 
Professional Insurance Agents of 
America, and a number of other indus
try groups. 

Madam President, this bill is an ex
traordinary accomplishment. It shows 

the support, because of the diligent ef
fort of the distinguished gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS], of both in
dustry, civil rights groups and commu
nity groups. It is a piece of legislation 
which is supported on both sides of the 
aisle. It is unique in that it builds upon 
the reporting requirements which we 
have traditionally had with regard to 
reporting to the Department of Com
merce, which is the traditional agency 
which receives economic and business 
information so that the judgments of 
this Government can be bottomed on a 
solid informational base. 
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The distinguished gentlewoman from 

Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has also come 
up with a package which enables this 
country for the first time to get ade
quate information with regard to red
lining, how extensive the practice is, 
how pervasive it is, and how it has im
pacted upon every part of the country. 
She has achieved a large enough data 
sample, and she does it on the basis of 
the traditional reporting methods 
which are used by the insurance indus
try, so that the insurance industry can 
without excessive costs transmit to the 
Government the information which 
this body and the Government as a 
whole will need to arrive at necessary 
judgments as to what action should be 
taken. 

This legislation enables the Congress 
and the Government of the United 
States to achieve the information 
which is needed to commence the at
tack upon redlining if there is a finding 
on the basis of intelligently-achieved 
information that this is a practice that 
needs particularly corrective action. 
And it also helps us to define the inf or
ma tion in a way which will enable us 
to begin to address the crafting of a 
proper relief for the wrongdoing, if 
such there be. It also enables this coun
try to achieve it at the lowest cost, not 
only to the industry but also to the 
Government of the United States. 

I believe that this is responsible leg
islation. It can become law. It can 
begin to address a problem which has 
long been a matter of concern to every 
decent American. 

That the gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Mrs. COLLINS] has achieved the ex
traordinary accomplishment of achiev
ing the support of the Government, of 
the agencies downtown, of the indus
try, of civil rights communities and 
groups, and others. This shows that she 
has performed an extraordinary accom
plishment in the public interest. She 
deserves the commendation and sup
port of this body. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, 
may we be informed as to how much 
time remains? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. STEARNS] has 9 min
utes remaining, and the gentlewoman 
from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has 4 min
utes remaining. 
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Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 

reserve the balance of my time. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 

Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. MANTON]. 

Mr. MANTON. Madam Chairman, I 
rise today in strong support of R.R. 
1188. This measure will provide reliable 
data from the property and casualty 
insurance industry in a timely manner. 
In turn, this data can be used to deter
mine whether there is a problem with 
insurance cost and availability in our 
Nation's largest urban areas. 

This legislation is designed to dis
close what insurance is being sold, 
where it is being sold, who is selling it, 
and how much it costs the consumer. 
All of this information will help us de
termine whether or not insurance is 
being made available to all consumers. 

R.R. 1188 also provides for the public 
disclosure of the data collected. The 
Secretary of Commerce would annually 
compile aggregate data by ZIP Code, 
and would include tables showing ag
gregate insurance patterns. 

It requires studies of the more com
plex issues of commercial insurance, 
agent appointments and terminations, 
insurance applicants, and the effective
ness of the data collection. 

I would like to commend my col
leagues, Congresswoman COLLINS and 
Chairman DINGELL, for their efforts on 
this legislation and I urge my col
leagues to support its passage. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to my distinguished 
colleague, the gentleman from Con
necticut [Mr. FRANKS], who also serves 
on the subcommittee with us. 

Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. Madam 
Chairman, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding this time to me. 

Does insurance redlining exist in our 
inner cities in 1994? Let us hope that 
the answer to that question is no, but 
Madam Chairman, we need to know. 

I have been an outspoken critic of 
initiatives that would make race a sig
nificant factor in measures perceived 
as favoring African-Americans, that is, 
racial gerrymandering of districts and 
quotas for the death penalty, but 
Madam Chairman, I will be quick to 
point out potential instances when peo
ple of color are being placed at a total 
di sad vantage. 

Insurance redlining could be one of 
those dreadful examples. I trust, 
Madam Chairman, that it is not a prob
lem in our society, but we need to ex
plore the possibility that it does exist, 
and, if so, eradicate it. 

Potential redlining would hurt eco
nomic development where it is needed 
the most, in our inner cities. If insur
ance rates are unreasonably high, peo
ple will not do business in these areas. 

R.R. 1188 is a way of putting in place 
a system of checks and balances to 
make sure that insurance is readily 
available to all Americans at a reason
able rate. This will keep our citizens 

gainfully employed and American 
goods and services competitive. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself 6 minutes for my closing 
statement. 

Madam Chairman, I feel it is impor
tant to take the floor again to discuss 
what is probably the most common 
question I get about R.R. 1188 from my 
fellow Republicans: Why is R.R. 1188 
worth supporting? It is a very good 
question. 

I have made no secret of the fact that 
I am not nearly as convinced as some 
of my colleagues that redlining is the 
problem that some believe it to be. I 
vehemently oppose any effort to im
pose some kind of enforcement mecha
nism that would prevent redlining be
cause it is premature to enact some en
forcement mechanism before we even 
know if there is a problem. 

That is not what R.R. 1188 does. I 
know that because when the Commerce 
Subcommittee Republicans joined with 
subcommittee Democrats to work with 
Chairwoman COLLINS to amend this 

. legislation, we firmly believed that en
forcement was not the route to take. It 
was too expensive and entirely unjusti
fied. 

R.R. 1188 is a 5- to 7-year long study 
period. For all of the talk of census 
tracts and zip codes and MSA's, R.R. 
1188 is really only a study. It is com
plex and difficult to understand at 
times, but it is just a study. 

Energy and Commerce Republicans 
were willing to work with Democratic 
proponents and opponents of the legis
lation to craft this limited study be
cause we were told that it was some
thing that most of the insurance indus
try was willing to live with, that it 
would be supported by the original 
sponsor of redlining legislation in the 
House, Chairwoman COLLINS, and that 
it would answer the questions that 
many of us had about redlining. And, 
we understood that the alternative, 
Mr. KENNEDY'S bill, was highly intru
sive, and would have cost the Govern
ment, the taxpayers, and consumers far 
too much in the way of increased taxes 
and premiums. 

I feel the need to emphasize just how 
fragile this coalition is. The Repub
licans who support H.R. 1188 regard the 
bill as reported out of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee as the outer 
limit of what is acceptable. In order to 
maintain our coalition, we made a non
negotiable demand of our Democrats
accept no amendments or the Repub
licans will walk away from this bill. 
Our Democrats agreed and in return we 
agreed that we would also oppose any 
and all amendments-technical, sub
stantive, or otherwise. 

I would urge all of my colleagues to 
oppose all amendments to this legisla
tion. No amendment can change this 
bill for the better in a way that would 
be acceptable to both Democrats and 
Republicans. 

Before closing, I would like to ac
knowledge the help of a number of peo
ple who enabled us to get to this point. 
As I said before, Chairwoman COLLINS 
has been extremely gracious in her 
dealings with the members of the sub
committee, and she should be ap
plauded for her dedication to this issue. 
None of this would have been possible 
without the help of Democrats like Mr. 
SLATTERY, Dr. ROWLAND, and Chairman 
DINGELL. On the Republican side, CAR
LOS MOORHEAD, the ranking Republican 
of the full Energy and Commerce Com
mittee, ALEX MCMILLAN, and JIM 
GREENWOOD all deserve a great deal of 
thanks for their help. Staff were also 
instrumental in doing the legwork on 
this legislation, particularly Richard 
Huberman of Mrs. COLLINS' staff and 
Janet Potts of Mr. DINGELL's staff, as 
well as our own minority committee 
staff, Doug Bennett, Hugh Halpern, and 
Mary Moore Hamrick, who, unfortu
nately, is no longer with the commit
tee. 

In closing, I would just like to reit
erate the importance of opposing 
amendments to this legislation. If so 
much as a single amendment is ap
proved by the House, I can assure those 
who would like to see this legislation 
pass that Republican votes in favor of 
R.R. 1188 will be virtually nonexistent. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

0 1410 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 

Chairman, I yield such time as he may 
consume to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LEHMAN]. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Madam Chairman, I rise 
today to express my strong support for H. R. 
1188, the Anti Redlining in Insurance Disclo
sure Act. I would like to commend Chairman 
DINGELL and Chairman COLLINS for their lead
ership and hard work on this important bill, as 
well as the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
STEARNS] and the gentleman from California 
[Mr. MOORHEAD). 

As a member of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, which has jurisdiction over this 
issue, I strongly encourage my colleagues to 
support H.R. 1188. This legislation will help 
determine the nature and extent of insurance 
availability and whether insurers discriminate 
on the basis of race, income, or ethnic origin. 

The bill requires insurers to disclose infor
mation on the sales of automobiles and prop
erty insurance policies in 25 large urban 
areas. H.R. 1188, unlike the Roybal-Alard 
amendment, has been carefully crafted by the 
Energy and Commerce Committee in a man
ner that will not compromise consumer con
fidentiality. 

H.R. 1188 is a balanced approach that de
serves the support of this body. If you are se
rious about combating redlining in America, 
support H. R. 1188 and oppose all amend
ments. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 21/2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia [Mr. Row
LAND], a distinguished member of our 
subcommittee. 
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Mr. ROWLAND. Madam Chairman, I rise in 

support of the Anti Redlining and Insurance 
Disclosure Act, H.R. 1188. 

The Committee on Energy and Commerce 
has worked hard to craft a balanced and cost
effective solution to study and address the 
problem of redlining in insurance. This solu
tion, which is before us today, has support 
from both sides of the aisle. It is a bipartisan 
bill. 

H.R. 1188 requires the disclosure of infor
mation about every substantial insurance 
transaction of nearly half of the U.S. popu
lation. In doing so, it will draw a broad enough 
picture of industry practices for us to deter
mine if insurance is being denied to people on 
the basis of discrimination. And, if we find 
such discrimination, it will allow us to design 
remedial measures to address the types of 
discrimination this information reveals. 

The reporting requirements of H.R. 1188 are 
extensive, and compliance with these require
ments will be expensive for insurance compa
nies. But the benefits to the American people, 
in the form of greater protection for civil rights 
and greater protection from abusive industry 
practices, will be well worth it. 

Today's bill, H.R. 1188, is an important step 
forward for all Americans, and I urge my col
leagues to support it. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Madam Chairman, let me say to the 
Members that H.R. 1188 is a well-craft
ed, well-balanced piece of legislation 
that we have considered. All persons, 
groups, organizations, civil rights, in
surance companies, everybody who is 
concerned about insurance matters, 
have worked with them and fashioned 
this piece of legislation that is ex
tremely well balanced. I do hope that 
every Member of this body will support 
this legislation. 

Ms. NORTON. Madam Chairman, I want to 
commend Representative CARDISS COLLINS, 
chair of the Subcommittee on Commerce, 
Consumer Protection and Competitiveness, 
and Representative JOHN DINGELL, chair of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, for 
their leadership in reporting H.R. 1188 to the 
floor so expeditiously. This is a vital bill for this 
country. To illustrate the point, I want to dis
cuss a recent episode of alleged insurance 
redlining in the District of Columbia and how 
H.R. 1188 would address the problem. 

On November 28, 1993, the Washington 
Post published a report on alleged insurance 
redlining in the District of Columbia and Mary
land by the GEICO Insurance Co. The article 
highlighted allegations made by several 
GEICO employees that the insurance com
pany screened out blacks for auto and home 
insurance, gave preferential treatment to cus
tomers from white neighborhoods, and retali
ated against employees who complained 
about such practices. Employees further al
leged that, in violation of District of Columbia 
law, GEICO used District residents' job status 
in deciding what premiums to charge for auto 
insurance, the result being that a low-wage 
employee with a clean driving record would be 
given a worse rate than a professional em
ployee with violations on his or her record. 

The District's insurance commissioner will 
soon begin a market conduct study of 
GEICO's insuring practices in the District of 
Columbia. It is anticipated that the study will 
focus on whether GEICO's underwriting prac
tices are discriminatory, whether the applica
tion of these guidelines has discriminatory ef
fects, and whether the rates of insurance ap
plications, cancellations, rejections, and non
renewal are substantially disproportionate 
across certain minority ZIP codes. 

This data will begin to allow the District to 
get a more accurate picture of the scope of 
redlining problems in the metropolitan area. In-

. surance redlining, however, is not just a prob
lem in the District of Columbia, but is a prob
lem in major metropolitan areas across the 
Nation. H.R. 1188, the Antiredlining in Insur
ance Disclosure Act, would require annual re
porting by large insurers like GEICO of the 
number of households and vehicles insured, 
policies issued, premiums earned, insurance 
agents employed, policies canceled, and poli
cies not renewed by the company. The collec
tion of such data nationally is the only way to 
comprehensively address this problem, and 
must be done if we are to fulfill our respon
sibility to fight racial discrimination in all its 
forms and guarantee equal opportunity to all 
citizens. 

The passage of this bill is critically important 
to my constituents and to minorities nation
wide, and I voice my strong support for the 
bill. 

Ms. PRYCE of Ohio. Madam Chairman, 
today we are here to debate whether or not to 
amend H.R. 1188. First, let me begin by say
ing that H.R. 1188 already goes well beyond 
what is necessary to combat alleged redlining 
in insurance underwriting. I can say this, as I 
have something of a passing knowledge on in
surance issues, having started my legal career 
as a hearing officer for the Ohio Department 
of Insurance. 

To begin with, what is it that the legislation 
seeks to accomplish? If it wants to eradicate 
discrimination along the lines of race, religion, 
or national origin, there are already adequate 
civil rights and unfair claims practices laws, 
both Federal and State, to combat cases of 
classic redlining. These laws guarantee every
one equal opportunity. Nothing guarantees 
equal outcomes. Besides, it is well docu
mented that insurance is available to virtually 
everyone who wants to purchase it. Recent 
studies indicate that over 97 percent of urban 
property owners have insurance. 

Regarding the purpose of this legislation, 
proponents say we need this bill to gather 
data to determine, through a number of stud
ies, whether discrimination exists in insurance 
underwriting. Basically, Congress wants to see 
if a problem exists. However, has anyone 
asked what will be the likely result of the 
study, once it is completed, or how we will 
remedy the problem? 

Does creating a system that does not cor
relate risk to cost make sense? Would strip
ping personal behavior and responsibility from 
the insurance underwriting process force most 
Americans to subsidize, through higher pre
miums, the risky lifestyles or behavior of the 
very few? I believe it would. I also do not be
lieve that this will solve the real problem. 

What the proponents of this type of legisla
tion really want is to community rate property 

and casualty insurance. By that I mean that 
they want everyone to pay the same price for 
the same coverage, regardless of risk, geo
graphic or otherwise. 

Community rated property and casualty in
surance would be a bad deal for the vast ma
jority of Americans. The ultimate result would 
be that the cost of most people's auto and 
homeowner's policies would increase substan
tially in order to subsidize those who were at 
a greater risk for loss. 

However, even if I could be convinced of 
H.R. 1188's merits, these amendments cer
tainly go beyond what is necessary, and truly 
cause me to question the real purpose of this 
legislation. For example, one of these amend
ments would make insurers report loss data to 
the Federal Government. 

This bill should not require reporting of com
pany-specific loss data. These data are irrele
vant to the purpose of the bill, which is osten
sibly to combat facial discrimination along the 
lines of race, religion, and national origin in in
surance underwriting practices. 

Additionally, loss data would only be avail
able on the basis of a rating territory, which is, 
at best, based on a group of five digit ZIP 
Codes. Also, loss data on a census tract 
basis, which is sought by many supporters of 
this legislation, is unavailable and would be 
statistically meaningless. Furthermore, loss 
data are irrelevant to determine whether insur
ers are in fact writing policies in urban areas, 
which is, at least on the surface, what pro
ponents of antiredling legislation say is their 
main concern. 

Currently, individual insurers are required to 
provide loss data to State regulators only on 
the basis of a rating territory, and only when 
necessary to justify rate changes, not as a 
routine matter. Loss information is relevant 
only if the Federal Government is going to 
begin second-guessing insurance rates; a 
matter which Congress has already delegated 
to State insurance departments. Maybe I mis
understood the purpose of the legislation, but 
I did not understand it to create a costly and 
duplicative Federal insurance regulatory bu
reaucracy. 

Madam Chairman, the bottom line is insur
ers are not statistical agencies. As a routine 
matter, statistical reports are submitted to reg
ulators in the aggregate, combining the data of 
many insurers. Additionally, it should be noted 
that loss data are valuable competitive infor
mation and constitute trade secrets. The dis
closure of loss data could seriously undermine 
competition in the insurance market. A break
down in competition would only harm consum
ers by increasing the cost of insurance. 
Madam Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
vote against any amendments to H.R. 1188 
and vote no on final passage. 

Mr. FOGLIETTA. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of H.R. 1188, the Anti Redlin
ing in Insurance Disclosure Act. 

As chairman of the Congressional Urban 
Caucus, I support this bill which will erase tho 
red lines that cut through the heart of many 
inner-city communities. 

In far too many cities, homeowners who 
need property insurance are being ripped off 
and turned down by insurance agents be
cause they live on the wrong block or in the 
wrong neighborhood or have the wrong skin 
color or speak with an accent. 
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But the impact of these red lines is dev

astating. Without access to insurance, people 
cannot buy a home. 

Without insurance, new businesses cannot 
be opened, and existing businesses are en
dangered. 

Without insurance, housing cannot be built 
and critical repairs cannot be made. 

We talk about empowerment but we need 
practical resources, like insurance, to turn this 
talk into reality. 

Let's walk the walk by ending discrimination 
and allow all neighborhoods to attain the 
American dream of home ownership. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1188. 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair

man, I rise today in support of H.R. 1188, the 
Anti Redlining in Insurance Disclosure Act. 
This bill will help to solve some of the prob
lems experienced by residents of our Nation's 
inner cities who have for too long paid higher 
premiums for insurance or have not been able 
to obtain coverage. 

This legislation will require the annual dis
closure of insurance practices of the largest 
insurance companies in our Nation's 25 larg
est metropolitan areas. Smaller insurance 
companies would not be required to file com
prehensive reports, rather they would simply 
have to furnish a summary of their services. 

As a Representative from Houston, I have 
many constituents who have experienced dif
ficulty in obtaining insurance and many sus
pect that certain neighborhoods are denied 
coverage based on the demographics of the 
residents who live there. While some disagree 
with the idea that racism may be to blame for 
the difficulty in obtaining insurance, we must 
at the very least collect the data necessary to 
determine the reasons behind this problem. 
H.R. 1188 will require this information to be 
furnished to the Secretary of Commerce so 
that we can determine once and for all the 
reasons behind disparities in coverage for 
some neighborhoods. 

Our Government can tell where automobiles 
are sold or which drugstores specific lots of 
prescription drugs go yet we cannot currently 
tell which neighborhoods have adequate insur
ance. This bill simply allows us to look at the 
facts and make a determination . based on 
those facts. The issue of redlining falls under 
the same philosophy as "out of sight, out of 
mind." As long as we are able to turn a blind 
eye. to these underinsured neighborhoods they 
will continue to be out of the minds of the au
thorities whose job it is to correct the social 
and economic problems facing our Nation. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor
tant legislation because it will allow our inner
city neighborhoods to obtain the same type of 
insurance coverage enjoyed by the suburbs. 
This is one step toward real urban revitaliza
tion since the insurance of property results in 
that property being better maintained and thus 
sustaining its value. By voting for this bill you 
can vote to give families the tools they need 
to ensure their continued success and elimi
nate the risk of loss that inevitably results in 
the decay of our inner-city neighborhoods. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of H.R. 1188, the Anti Redlining 
In Insurance Disclosure Act, and I commend 
my colleague from Chicago, Mrs. COLLINS, for 
her leadership in determining whether the seri-

ous problem of redlining exists in major metro
politan areas. 

The term redlining dates back to a time 
when insurance companies literally draw red 
lines on a map to indicate areas where they 
would not sell insurance. These areas often 
tended to be low-income, inner-city areas. 

Madam Chairman, without access to afford
able insurance, small businesses in urban 
areas cannot continue to exist and provide 
needed jobs. Access to affordable insurance is 
an important protection that should be avail
able to all Americans. 

H.R. 1188 is a balanced approach to this 
problem and will help to determine whether al
legations of redlining are accurate. The bill re
quires disclosure by insurance companies of 
their insurance activities in the 25 largest 
urban areas. It also requires the reporting of 
agent locations. This information will help to 
determine insurance availability in a number of 
urban areas across the country. 

Madam Chairman, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in supporting H.R. 1188. It is an im
portant step toward ensuring that no American 
is discriminated against by being denied ac
cess to insurance, simply because of where 
they live. 

The CHAIRMAN. All time for general 
debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the committee 
amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute now printed in the bill is con
sidered as an original bill for the pur
pose of amendment and is considered as 
read. 

The text of the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute is as 
follows: 

H.R. 1188 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Anti Redlining 
in Insurance Disclosure Act". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS AND CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds that-
(1) disparities in property and casualty i nsur

ance coverage provided by insurers engaged in 
interstate commerce between areas of different 
incomes and racial composition could adversely 
affect interstate commerce and the cost and 
availability of insurance for consumers, and 

(2) appropriate disclosures of information by 
insurers would benefit consumers and insurance 
regulators. 

(b) CONSTRUCTION.-Nothing in this Act is in
tended to, nor shall it be construed to, encour
age unsound underwriting practices. 
SEC. 3. MAINTENANCE OF INFORMATION AND 

PUBUC DISCLOSURE. 
(a) GENERAL RULE.-
(1) DESIGNATED INSURERS.-
( A) IN GENERAL.-Except as provided by sub

section (b)(7), each designated insurer shall, in 
accordance with subsection (b), annually com
pile, submit to the Secretary, and make avail
able to the public for each calendar year and for 
designated lines of insurance in a designated 
MSA-

(i) the total number of policies , total exposure 
units (in car years and house years) , and total 
earned premium of insurance policies by des
ignated line which were issued by such insurer 
and the new written exposure units, exposure 
units canceled, and the exposure units not re
newed by such insurer , and 

(ii) the number of licensed agents of such in
surer whose principal place of business is lo
cated in such designated MSA and the number 
within each 5-digit zip code in such designated 
MSA and with respect to each such agent, 
whether such agent is an employee, indepenaent 
contractor working exclusively for such insurer , 
or an independent contractor appointed to rep
resent such insurer on a non-exclusive basis. 

(B) SUBMISSIONS AND AVAILABILITY.-The in
formation described in subparagraph (A) shall 
be-

(i) submitted to the Secretary in accordance 
with subsection (d), and 

(ii) made available to the public, in accord
ance with subsection (b)(2), for inspection and 
copying , at cost, at the home office of the in
surer and at a central depository, established 
under subsection (c), by the Secretary . 

(2) NON-DESIGNATED INSURERS.-Except as 
provided in subsection (b)(7) , every insurer 
which sells an insurance policy in a designated 
line of insurance in a designated MSA and 
which is not a designated insurer in such MSA 
shall submit to the Secretary for each calendar 
year in accordance with subsection (d) and reg
ulations of the Secretary the total exposure 
units (in car years and house years) of insur
ance policies in a designated line sold in such 
MSA. With respect to such policies, the insurer 
shall report the designated MSA where the in
sured risks are located for which such insurance 
is issued and within such MSA report the 5-digit 
zip code where the risk is located. 

(b) REQUIREMENTS.-
(]) CONTENT.-The information required to be 

maintained and made available under sub
section (a)(l) shall be itemized in order to clear
ly and conspicuously disclose the policies, the 
exposure units, and the premium amount for 
each line of insurance for which information is 
required and be itemized by the 5-digit zip code 
where the risks are located. 

(2) AVAILABILITY TO THE PUBLIC.-The infor
mation required to be maintained and made 
available under subsection (a) shall be made 
available to the public on a timetable deter
mined by the Secretary but not later than Octo
ber 1 of the calendar year fallowing the cal
endar year for which the information is required 
to be made available, except that such informa
tion shall not be made available to the public 
until it is available in its entirety but it shall be 
made available if not all the information re
quired to be reported is available on such Octo
ber 1 or on the date determined by the Sec
retary. 

(3) SPECIFICATION OF DATA.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-With respect to information 

whi.ch is required to be maintained and made 
available under subsection (a)(l), the Secretary 
shall by regulation establish specifications for 
the collection and public reporting of such in
formation with respect to the fallowing lines of 
insurance: private passenger automobile, home
owners, and dwelling fire and allied lines. The 
specifications shall-

(i) provide that information be aggregated 
among similar policyholders and reported on 
that basis, 

(ii) be designed to collect information with re
spect to the availability, cost, and type of insur
ance coverage between and among various geo
graphic areas, 

(iii) detail what data elements should be col
lected , 

(iv) provide for the collection of information 
on an individual insurer basis, 

(v) minimize burdens on insurance agents, in
cluding independent insurance agents, 

(vi) provide the data required by clause (ii) 
with the least burden on insurers , particularly 
small insurers, 

(vi i) take into account the types of data col
lected under the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 
of 1975, 



17212 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
(viii) take into account existing statistical re

porting systems in the insurance industry, 
(ix) require itemization by 5-digit zip code, 

and 
(x) include information on policies written in 

a residual market. 
(B) CONSULTATIONS.-In developing the speci

fications in subparagraph (A), the Secretary 
shall consult with-

(i) other Federal agencies with appropriate ex
pertise, 

(ii) State insurance regulators, 
(iii) representatives of the insurance industry, 

including statistical agents, 
(iv) representatives of insurance producers, 

including minority insurance producers, and 
(v) consumer, community, and civil rights 

groups who are representative of a diversity of 
geographic locations. 

(C) EFFECTIVE DATE.-The regulation under 
subparagraph (A) shall be issued no later than 
270 days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act. 

(4) COMMERCIAL INSURANCE STUDY AND PILOT 
PROJECT.-

( A) STUDY.-The Secretary shall conduct a 
study regarding the availability of commercial 
insurance (other than professional liability in
surance, workers compensation insurance, and 
title insurance) with special emphasis on the 
availability of commercial insurance for small 
business. The study shall focus on-

(i) an appropriate definition for small busi
ness; and 

(ii) preliminary views regarding the availabil
ity, cost, and type of insurance coverage for 
small business, which may be based on surveys 
of members of the small business community. 
In conducting the study, the Secretary shall 
consult with interested parties from a diversity 
of locations, including State insurance regu
lators, consumer, community, and civil rights 
groups, representatives of small business, rep
resentatives of the insurance industry, includ
ing statistical agents, and representatives of in
surance producers, including minority insurance 
producers. The Secretary shall submit a report 
detailing the findings of the study to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives and the appropriate committee 
of the Senate no later than 18 months following 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(B) PROPOSAL OF PILOT PROJECT.-Concurrent 
with the conduct of the study under subpara
graph (A), the Secretary shall develop a pro
posed data collection pilot project in the 5 larg
est MSA 's to help determine the need for any 
further data collection requirements to evaluate 
the availability, cost, and type of insurance cov
erage for small business. In developing the pro
posed pilot project, the Secretary shall consult 
with interested parties from a diversity of loca
tions, including State insurance regulators, 
consumer, community, and civil rights groups, 
representatives of small business, representatives 
of the insurance industry, including statistical 
agents, and representatives of insurance pro
ducers, including minority insurance producers. 
The Secretary shall submit a specific proposal 
for a pilot project to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce of the House of Representatives 
and the appropriate committee of the Senate no 
later than 18 months following the date of en
actment of this Act. 

(C) SPECIFICATIONS FOR PILOT PROJECT.-Im
mediately following the submission of the pro
posal for a pilot project, the Secretary shall, by 
regulation, establish specifications for the col
lection and public reporting of information with 
respect to commercial insurance for the proposed 
pilot project. As part of the specifications, the 
Secretary shall designate the 5 largest MSA 'sf or 
purposes of the pilot project. The specifications 
shall-

(i) provide that information be aggregated 
among similar policyholders and reported on 
that basis, 

(ii) be designed to collect information with re
spect to the availability, cost, and type of insur
ance coverage between and among various geo
graphic areas, 

(iii) provide for the collection of information 
on an individual insurer basis, 

(iv) provide the data required by clause (ii) 
with the least burden on insurers, particularly 
small insurers, and insurance agents, including 
independent insurance agents, 

(v) take into account existing statistical re
porting systems in the insurance industry and 
use existing data sources to the maximum prac
tical extent, 

(vi) include information on policies written in 
a residual market, 

(vii) detail what data elements should be col
lected, 

(viii) detail what insurers should be des
ignated insurers for purposes of the pilot 
project, 

(ix) detail what lines of commercial insurance 
should be designated for purposes of the pilot 
project, with particular consideration given to 
commercial fire and business owners lines, 

(x) include an appropriate definition of small 
business, if necessary, 

(xi) provide data representative of at least 2 
years of experience and provide that the pilot 
project will terminate no later than 2 years after 
its inception, and 

(xii) provide adequate lead time to insurers 
designated under clause (viii) for the reporting 
to begin. 
The regulation shall be issued within 2 years of 
the date of enactment of this Act. 

(D) REPORTING UNDER PILOT PROJECT.-Insur
ers designated under subparagraph (C)(viii) 
shall report to the Secretary with respect to 
lines of insurance designated under subpara
graph (C)(ix) in the 5 largest MSA 's, pursuant 
to the regulation issued by the Secretary in sub
paragraph (C). 

(E) ANALYSIS OF DATA UNDER PILOT 
PROJECT.-At the conclusion of the pilot project, 
the Secretary shall analyze the data collected. 
Within 1 year of the conclusion of the pilot 
project, the Secretary shall report to the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce of the House of 
Representatives and the appropriate committee 
of the Senate on-

(i) any conclusions of the Secretary regarding 
the data collected under the pilot project, par
ticularly regarding the availability, cost, and 
type of commercial insurance for small business, 
and 

(ii) the need for further data collection re
quirements to evaluate the availability, cost, 
and type of such coverage or to help ensure the 
availability of such coverage. 

(5) PERIOD OF MAINTENANCE.-Any informa
tion required to be compiled and made available 
under subsection (a) shall be maintained and 
made available for a period of 3 years after the 
close of the first year during which such inf or
mation is required to be maintained and made 
available. 

(6) FORMAT FOR DISCLOSURES.-Subject to sub
section (c), the Secretary shall prescribe a 
standard format for making information avail
able as required by subsection (a). Such format 
shall encourage the submission of information 
in a form readable by a computer. 

(7) EXEMPTION.-
( A) SECRETARIAL ACTION.-If the Secretary de

termines that a State has enacted a law, or oth
erwise implemented a requirement under 
which-

(i) insurers operating in that State are subject 
to disclosure requirements on a 5-digit zip code 
basis substantially similar to those of subsection 
(a), 

(ii) there are adequate provisions for enforce
ment, and 

(iii) the information disclosed under the State 
law or requirement is made available to the Sec
retary and the public in a manner similar to 
other information disclosed under subsection 
(a), 

then the Secretary shall by regulation exempt 
insurers operating in that State from complying 
with the requirements of subsection (a) with re
spect to that State's portions of the designated 
MSA 's. If the Secretary determines that the 
State law or requirement no longer meets the 
criteria of clauses (i) through (iii) or is no longer 
in effect, the Secretary shall by regulation re
voke the exemption. 

(B) UNITED STATES PROGRAM.-Reporting 
shall not be required under subsection (a) with 
respect to insurance provided by a program un
derwritten or administered by the United States. 

(c) PUBLIC ACCESS SYSTEM.-The Secretary 
shall implement a system to facilitate public ac
cess to information required to be made avail
able to the public under subsection (a). Such 
system shall include arrangements for a central 
depository of information in each designated 
MSA and for a telephone number which can be 
used by the public, at cost, to request such in
formation. Statements shall be made available to 
the public for inspection and copying at such 
central depository of information for all des
ignated insurers within such MSA. The Sec
retary shall also make copies of such statements 
available in farms readable by widely used per
sonal computers, such as in disc format. The 
Secretary may charge a fee for such inf orma
tion, which may not exceed the amount, deter
mined by the Secretary, that is equal to the cost 
of reproducing the information. 

(d) SUBMISSION TO SECRETARY.-With respect 
to the information required to be submitted 
under subsection (a) to the Secretary, the Sec
retary shall develop regulations prescribing the 
format and method for submitting such inf orma
tion. Such regulations shall ensure uniformity 
among insurers, to the extent practicable, in the 
format used for reporting, including the defini
tions of data elements. Any reporting insurer 
may submit in writing to the Secretary such ad
ditional data or explanations as it deems rel
evant to the decision by such insurer to sell in
surance. 
SEC. 4. DESIGNATIONS. 

(a) DESIGNATIONS BY THE SECRETARY.-
(1) DESIGNATIONS OF MSA'S.-The Secretary 

shall designate the MSA 's for which reporting is 
required under section 3(a). The Secretary shall 
designate the 25 MSA 's having the largest popu
lation. 

(2) DESIGNATION OF INSURERS.-For each MSA 
designated under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall take the fallowing actions: 

(A) The Secretary shall designate the insurers 
transacting insurance business in such MSA for 
which reporting is required under section 3(a). 
At a minimum, the Secretary shall designate the 
25 insurers in such MSA having the largest pre
mium volume in the designated lines of insur
ance in each State in which such MSA is lo
cated. 

(B) In addition to the insurers designated 
under subparagraph (A), the Secretary shall 
also designate any entity primarily providing 
insurance in a designated line of insurance as 
part of a residual market established by State 
law. 

(C) The Secretary shall also designate, in ad
dition to the insurers designated under subpara
graphs (A) and (B), insurers who specialize in 
selling insurance in urban areas, including sur
plus lines insurers. 

(D) The Secretary shall also designate, in ad
dition to the insurers designated under subpara
graph (A), (B), and (C) insurers such that in
surers representing at least 80 percent of the 
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premium volume in each State in which such 
MSA is located in the designated line of insur
ance are designated in such MSA. The Secretary 
may not designate additional insurers under 
this subparagraph if their market share in the 
designated line of insurance in the applicable 
States, as measured by premium volume in each 
State in which such MSA is located, is under 1 
per.cent. 

(E) In addition to the insurers designated 
under ·subparagraph (A), (B), (C), and (D) the 
Secretary may by regulation designate addi
tional insurers in a MSA if the designation of 
additional insurers is necessary to provide valid 
data with respect to the availability, cost; and 
type of insurance in the MSA. 

( F) The Secretary shall revoke the designation 
of an insurer designated under subparagraph 
(A) as fallows: If such designated insurer has a 
market share in a designated line of insurance 
in a MSA, as measured by premium volume in 
each State in which such MSA is located, of 
under 1 percent, the Secretary shall revoke the 
designation of such insurer beginning with the 
insurer with the smallest market share of such 
insurance if the remainder of the designated in
surers have a market share of at least 75 percent 
of such insurance as measured by premium vol
ume in each State in which such MSA is lo
cated. In addition, the Secretary may revoke the 
designation of any insurer designated under 
subparagraph (A) with a market share in a des
ignated line of insurance in a MSA, as measured 
by premium volume in each State in which such 
MSA is located, of under 1 percent if such des
ignation has not been revoked under this sub
paragraph and if such insurer primarily sells in
surance in rural areas of such MSA. 

(G) For purposes of this paragraph, insurers 
which are affiliated or are members of the same 
group shall be considered together as one in
surer. 

(3) DESIGNATION OF LINES OF INSURANCE.-For 
each MSA designated under paragraph (1) the 
following are the designated lines of property 
and· casualty insurance for which reporting is 
required under section 3: 

(A) Private passenger automobile insurance. 
(B) Homeowners insurance. 
(C) Dwelling fire and allied lines of insurance. 
(4) TIMING OF DESIGNATIONS.- . 
(A) INITIAL DESIGNATIONS.-The Secretary 

shall make initial designations required by 
paragraphs (1), (2), and (3) no later than July 
1 of the year preceding the first year for which 
reporting is required under section 3. Such ini
tial designations shall be effective for 5 calendar 
years from the date of designation. 

(B) SUBSEQUENT DESIGNATIONS.-Not later 
than July 1 of the year preceding the fifth year 
after a designation under subparagraph (A) or 
this subparagraph, the Secretary shall make an
other designation to be effective upon the expi
ration of such 5 years and such designation 
shall be effective for 5 calendar years from the 
date of designation. 

(C) NOTICE.-The Secretary shall notify per
sons involved in the designations no later than 
the July 15 which follows the designation. 

(b) OBTAINING INFORMATION.-The Secretary 
may obtain from insurers such information as 
the Secretary may require to make designations 
under subsection (a). 
SEC. 5. TASK FORCE ON AGENCY APPOINTMENTS. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.-Within 90 days of the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall establish a task force on insurance agency 
appointments. The task force shall-

(1) consist of representatives of appropriate 
Federal agencies, property and casualty insur
ance agents, including specifically minority in
surance agents, property and casualty insur
ance companies, State insurance regulators, and 
public interest groups, 
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(2) have a significant representation from mi
nority insurance agents, and 

(3) be chaired by the Secretary or the Sec
retary's designee. 

(b) FUNCTION.- The task force shall-
(1) review the problems inner city and minor

ity agents may have in receiving appointments 
to represent property and casualty insurance 
companies, 

(2) review the practices of insurers in termi
nating agents and consider the effect such prac
tices have on the availability or cost of insur
ance, especially in underserved areas, and 

(3) recommend solutions to improve the ability 
of inner city and minority insurance agents to 
market property and casualty insurance prod
ucts, including steps property and casualty in
surance companies should take to increase their 
appointments of such agents. 

(C) REPORT AND TERMINATION.-The task force 
shall report to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce of the House of Representatives and 
the appropriate Committee of the Senate its 
findings under paragraphs (1) and (2) of sub
section (b) and its recommendations under para
graph (3) of subsection (b) within 2 years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act. The task 
force shall terminate when the report is submit
ted to the Committees. 
SEC. 6. IMPLEMENTATION OF SECTION 3. 

(a) REGULATIONS.-The Secretary shall pro
mulgate such regulations as may be necessary to 
carry out section 3. Such regulations may-

(1) contain such classifications, differentia
tions, or other provisions, and 

(2) may provide for such adjustments and ex
ceptions for any class of transactions, 
as in the judgment of the Secretary are nec
essary and proper to effectuate the purposes of 
such section and to prevent circumvention or 
evasion thereof or to facilitate compliance there
with. 

(b) DATA COLLECTION CONTRACTOR.-The Sec
retary may contract with a data collection con
tractor to carry out the Secretary's responsibil
ities under section 3 if the contractor agrees to 
collect and make available the data pursuant to 
the terms and conditions of such section. A sta
tistical agent may also be a data contractor. 

(c) ROLE OF STATISTICAL AGENTS.-
(1) ACCEPTANCE OF DATA.-The Secretary and, 

if applicable, the contractor under the sub
section (b) contract may accept data reported 
under section 3(a) by a statistical agent acting 
on behalf of more than one insurer if-

( A) the statistical plan used by the statistical 
agent for the reporting of data on insurance 
provides for the reporting of data in a manner 
compatible with section 3(a), 

(B) the statistical agent reports such data on 
an individual insurer basis, and, at the discre
tion of the Secretary, on an aggregate basis, 

(C) the statistical agent provides adequate 
procedures to protect the integrity of the data 
reported , 

(D) the statistical agent has procedures in 
place which ensure that data reported under the 
statistical plan in connection with reporting 
under this Act and submitted to the Secretary 
are not subject to adjustment by the statistical 
agent or an insurer for reasons other than tech
nical accuracy and conformance to the statis
tical plan, 

(E) the statistical agent ensures that the data 
of one insurer is not subject to review by other 
insurers before public availability, and 

(F) the statistical agent provides for the re
porting of data in a manner compatible with the 
format prescribed by the Secretary under section 
3(d). 

(2) DISCONTINUANCE OF DATA ACCEPTANCE.
The Secretary may , after providing an oppor
tunity for a hearing, discontinue accepting data 
reported under section 3(a) by a statistical agent 

acting on behalf of more than one insurer if the 
Secretary determines the requirements for ac
ceptance of data in paragraph (1) are no longer 
met. 

(d) ROLE OF GAO.-The Comptroller General 
shall have the authority to review and audit 
any data collection and reporting performed 
under section 3, whether by the Secretary, the 
contractor under the subsection (b) contract, or 
a statistical agent, to ensure that the integrity 
of the data collected and reported is protected. 

(e) BURDENS ON INSURANCE AGENTS.-/n pre
scribing regulations under this Act, the Sec
retary shall take into consideration the adminis
trative, paperwork , and other burdens on insur
ance agents, including independent insurance 
agents, involved in complying with the require
ments of this Act and shall minimize the bur
dens imposed by such requirements with respect 
to such agents. 
SEC. 7. RELATION TO STATE LAWS. 

This Act does not annul, alter, or affect, or 
exempt the obligation of any insurer subject to 
this Act to comply with the laws of any State or 
subdivision thereof with respect to public disclo
sure and recordkeeping. 
SEC. 8. COMPILATION OF AGGREGATE DATA. 

(a) SCOPE OF DATA AND TABLES.-The Sec
retary shall compile each year, for each MSA, 
data aggregated by 5-digit zip code for all insur
ers who are subject to section 3 or who are ex
empt from section 3 under subsection (b)(7)(A) of 
such section. The Secretary shall also produce 
tables indicating, for each MSA, insurance poli
cies aggregated for various categories of 5-digit 
zip codes grouped according to location, age of 
property, income level, and racial characteris
tics of neighborhood. 

(b) AGGREGATION OF INFORMATION.-Statis
tical agents may aggregate the data of insurers 
that report to them and may provide such inf or
mation to the Secretary. The Secretary may also 
provide the individual company data submitted 
by insurers to statistical agents for aggregation. 

(c) AVAILABILITY TO PUBLIC.-The data com
piled and the tables produced pursuant to sub
section (a) shall be made available to the public 
on a timetable determined by the Secretary but 
not later than October 1 of the year fallowing 
the calendar year on which the data and tables 
are based. 
SEC. 9. ENFORCEMENT. 

(a) CIVIL PENALTIES.-Any insurer who is de
termined by the Secretary, after providing op
portunity for a hearing on the record, to have 
violated the requirements of section 3 shall be 
subject to a civil penalty of not to exceed $5,000 
for each day during which such violation con
tinues. 

(b) /NJUNCTION.-The Secretary may bring an 
action in an appropriate United States district 
court for appropriate declaratory and injunctive 
relief against any insurer who violates the re
quirements of section 3. 

(c) INSURER LIABILITY.-An insurer shall be 
responsible under subsections (a) and (b) for 
any violation of a statistical agent acting on be
half of the insurer. 
SEC. 10. SUNSET. 

(a) EXPIRATION.-Except as provided in sub
section (b), this Act shall not be in effect after 
the expiration of 5 years from its effective date. 
Prior to the expiration of 4 years from such 
date, the Secretary shall report to the Energy 
and Commerce Committee of the House of Rep
resentatives and the appropriate committee of 
the Senate-

(1) the quality of data received under section 
3 and the effectiveness of the data requirement, 
including the relation between the cost of such 
data gathering and the benefits from having 
such data available, 

(2) the appropriateness of the geographic data 
reporting units, 
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(3) the need for continued reporting by ·the 

designated insurers in urban areas, 
(4) the efforts of insurers to meet the insur

ance needs of minority and low-income neigh
borhoods, and 

(5) such other information as the Secretary 
determines will assist in considering an exten
sion of this Act. 

(b) EXTENSION.-Based on the Secretary's re
port on the need described in subsection (a)(3) 
and the information described in subsection 
(a)(5), the Secretary may extend this Act for one 
period of 2 years. 
SEC. 11. STUDIES. 

(a) STUDY OF INFORMATION ON INSURANCE AP
PLICANTS.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall conduct 
a study to determine the feasibility and utility 
of the collection of information with respect to 
the characteristics of applicants for insurance 
and reasons for rejection of applicants. The 
study shall examine the extent to which-

( A) oral applications or representations are 
used by insurers and agents in making deter
minations regarding whether or not to insure a 
prospective insured , 

(B) written applications are used by insurers 
and agents in making determinations regarding 
whether or not to insure a prospective insured, 

(C) written applications are submitted after 
the insurer or agent has already made a deter
mination to provide insurance to a prospective 
insured or has determined that the prospective 
insured is eligible for insurance, and 

(D) prospective insureds are discouraged from 
submitting applications for insurance based, in 
whole or in part, on_:_ 

(i) the location of the risk to be insured, 
(ii) the race or ethnicity of the prospective in

sured, 
(iii) the racial or ethnic composition of the 

neighborhood in which the risk to be insured is 
located, and 

(iv) in the case of residential property insur
ance, the age and value of the risk to be in
sured. 

(2) REPORT.-The Secretary shall report the 
results of the study under paragraph (1) to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce of the 
House of Representatives and the appropriate 
Committee of the Senate within 18 months of the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) STUDY OF INSURER ACTIONS TO MEET IN
SURANCE NEEDS OF CERTAIN NEIGHBORHOODS.
The Secretary shall conduct a study of various 
practices, actions, programs, and methods un
dertaken by insurers to meet the property and 
casualty insurance needs of residents of low
and moderate-income neighborhoods, minority 
neighborhoods, and small businesses located in 
such neighborhoods. The Secretary may estab
lish a task force of interested parties, including 
representatives of insurance companies, insur
ance agents , including minority agents, and 
consumer representatives to discuss additional 
practices, actions, programs, and methods to 
meet these needs. The Secretary shall report the 
results of the study, including any recommenda
tions. to the Committee on Energy and Com
merce of the House of Representatives and the 
appropriate Committee of the Senate no later 
than 2 years after the date of the enactment of 
this Act. 
SEC. 12. DEFINITIONS. 

For purposes of this Act: 
(1) The term " commercial insurance" means 

any line of property and casualty insurance, ex
cept private passenger automobile and home
owner 's insurance. 

(2) The term " designated insurer " means an 
insurer designated by the Secretary pursuant to 
section 4(a)(2). 

(3) The term " designated line " means a line of 
insurance specified in section 4(a)(3) . 

(4) The term "exposure units" means units in
sured against risk of loss by an insurer and the 
term "units" means an automobile or the num
ber of units in a building. 

(5) The term " insurer" means any corpora
tion, association, society, order, firm , company, 
partnership, individual , or aggregation of indi
viduals which is subject to examination or su
pervision by any State insurance regulator, or 
which is doing or represents an insurance busi
ness. Such term does not include an individual 
or entity which represents an insurer as agent 
for the purpose of selling or which represents a 
consumer as a broker for the purpose of buying 
insurance. 

(6) The term "MSA" means a Metropolitan 
Statistical Area or a Consolidated Metropolitan 
Statistical Area and the term "designated MSA" 
means an MSA designated by the Secretary pur
suant to section 4(a)(l). 

(7) The term "property and casualty insur
ance" means insurance against loss of or dam
age to property, insurance against loss of in
come or extra expense incurred because of loss 
of, or damage to , property, and insurance 
against third party liability claims caused by 
negligence or imposed by statute or contract. 

(8) The term "residual market" means an as
signed risk plan, joint underwriting association, 
or any similar mechanism designed to make in
surance available to those unable to obtain it in 
the voluntary market. 

(9) The term "Secretary" means the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

(10) The term "State" means any State, the 
District of Columbia, the Commonwealth of 
Puerto Rico, the Northern Mariana Islands, the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands. 
SEC. 13. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The requirements of this Act shall take effect 
with respect to information on insurance de
scribed in section 3 and developed in and after 
calendar year 1995. 

Mr. CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to the bill? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. KENNEDY 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
offer an amendment, and I ask unani
mous consent that it be considered as 
read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
The Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. KENNEDY: 
Page 25, line 24, strike "Energy and Com

merce Committee" and insert " Committee 
on Banking; Finance and Urban Affairs". 

Page 30, lines 20 and 21, strike " Secretary 
of Commerce" and insert " Secretary of 
Housing and Urban Development". 

Strike " Committee on Energy and Com
merce" each place it appeals in the bill and 
insert " Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs". 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in support of the amendment 
which the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs has offered to 
this bill that deals with. the question of 
jurisdiction. It deals with the question 
of whether or not the information that 
is asked for in the bill should be con
tained at HUD or should be contained 
at the Commerce Department. 

The reason why this is important is 
because there are two separate agen
cies. One agency deals with whether or 
not there is racial discrimination in 
housing, whether or not there are a se
ries of programs that HUD has always 
been in charge of the pertain to flood 
insurance, that pertain to private 
mortgage insurance, that pertain to 
the Federal Housing Administration 
insurance, the private deposit insur
ance, and, last but not least, the insur
ance redlining, because HUD enforces 
the Fair Housing Act insurance pro
gram. 

The fact is that HUD is the agency 
that this information ought to be con
tained with. 

Now, if we look at what has actually 
occurred with this bill, I initially 
wrote this legislation and went to the 
Parliamentarian. We asked the Par
liamentarian's judgment on how to 
make certain that the information 
would come directly to the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. We were given certain assurances 
about why this would come to the 
Committee on Banking, Finance and 
Urban Affairs. 

The fundamental fact is after this 
passed, with those assurances, the sub
committee, after it passed the full 
committee, another Member of this 
body went to that committee and got 
the ruling changed so that our bill was 
then referred to the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce and their bill was 
not referred to our committee. 

It was patently wrong, patently un
fair. Our committee went and saw the 
Speaker of the House about that kind 
of shoddy treatment. Since that time, 
we have tried very hard to try to find 
some way of working out our dif
ferences. There was no attempt to 
work out our differences. What we 
found was in fact with this legislation, 
there have been attempts after at
tempts to undercut any ability to get 
this information at the agency where it 
is proper to be housed. 

What I am trying to suggest is that if 
we look at the history of why insur
ance is not designated for a particular 
committee, it seems to me it is pretty 
clear. Insurance has always been regu
lated by the States. It is the one major 
industry of our land that is not des
ignated by some committee in the Con
gress. And what happens is under the 
rule X, it is unclear. But despite the 
fact that the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs runs all of 
these insurance programs, because of 
the overarching concern that somehow 
insurance is interstate commerce, En
ergy and Commerce automatically gets 
it. 

When the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs was initially 
formed in this country, we controlled 
80 percent of the credit in America, 
controlled the vast majority of all the 
credit around the world. Today the mu
tual fund industry has more deposits 
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than the banking industry. It is con
trolled by Energy and Commerce. The 
securities industry controls more de
posits than the banking industry. It is 
controlled by Energy and Commerce. 
Energy and Commerce controls our 
health. If they could get a bill through, 
it would be interesting. They control 
the transportation. They control our 
energy policy. They control our rail
roads. They control our interstate 
commerce. 

Enough is enough. At some point the 
fact is that this is nothing more than a 
further power grab by that committee 
on the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs' jurisdiction, and it 
is time to stop getting bullied around 
by the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. Time and time again, whether 
it is legislation pertaining to how we 
are going to ' come together as a land 
and have financial institutions that 
can go out and compete with the Ger
mans and Japanese and other foreign
ers, as long as it treads on the Commit
tee on Energy and Commerce jurisdic
tion, it cannot pass the Congress of the 
United States. 

What I am trying to suggest is that 
we allow an honest to goodness debate 
on the specific issues of whether or not 
it makes more sense to house this in
formation at HUD, where the Secretary 
has requested it, where the Secretary 
has indicated that he wants to make 
this a priority of his in this adminis
tration. 

0 1420 
It is true that an Inspector General's 

report on Jack Kemp's HUD indicated 
that HUD could not handle any new 
programs. But the fact is that Henry 
Cisneros has come in and reorganized 
HUD. I talked to his office this morn
ing. They indicated to me that they are 
entirely capable and very much want 
to have this information contained at 
HUD. 

Madam Chairman, I would urge the 
Members to support the legislation of
fered by the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. GONZALEZ] and myself to contain 
this information at the Housing and 
Urban Development Agency where it is 
necessary to get the job done. If Mem
bers think that the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce has taken enough 
of their committees' jurisdictions, then 
vote yes on the Kennedy-Gonzalez 
amendment. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] be allowed to proceed for 5 addi
tional minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the last word, and I rise 

in opposition to the Kennedy-Gonzalez 
amendment to H.R. 1188. 

I rise in strong opposition to the 
Kennedy-Gonzalez amendment to H.R. 
1188 because I believe that it is little 
more than a thinly veiled attempt to 
expand their committee jurisdiction, 
and, in the end, would do more harm 
than good to this legislation and the 
Nation's consumers of insurance. 

This amendment has really only a 
single purpose-to change the imple
menting agency to an agency primarily 
within the jurisdiction of the Banking 
Committee. The agency they chose was 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. This amendment would 
give the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development broad new author
ity to collect this data in spite of all 
the evidence demonstrating that HUD 
needs to better address its current re
sponsibilities before it receives new 
ones. 

I could provide a litany of examples 
of HUD scandals and mismanagement, 
but the HUD inspector general put it 
best in a letter to the Banking Com
mittee. Commenting on the Banking 
Committee's redlining proposal, she ex
plained succinctly that "Historically, 
HUD has not developed and maintained 
data systems in an effective and effi
cient manner." She went on to explain 
how HUD initially suffered from in
complete, untimely, and erroneous 
data reporting when it tried to imple
ment its responsibilities under the 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act. 

Even Chairman GONZALEZ and the 
rest of the Banking Committee ac
knowledged HUD's limitations in the 
recent committee report on the Hous
ing and Community Development Act. 
The committee reiterated findings by 
the HUD inspector general that "HUD 
is a 'troubled' Federal agency with 10 
material weaknesses in its basic oper
ations," and that troubles arising in 
the mid-1980's "has left a decimated 
workforce with the wrong skills mix, 
inadequate computer data systems, and 
the inability to administer properly 
the programs currently authorized." 

Clearly, HUD has a poor track record 
in implementing the kinds of data sys
tems that would be required under H.R. 
1188. It would be conceivable that by 
the time HUD managed to out work 
the problems, the program would be 
ready to expire. 

I was somewhat surprised to hear 
that Chairman KENNEDY told the Rules 
Committee that the Department of 
Commerce had no experience gathering 
large amounts of data. This could al
most be true, if it were not for one 
small fact-the Department of Com
merce houses the Bureau of the Census, 
arguably the largest data gathering or
ganization in the world. 

Why should we give new authority to 
an overburdened and ineffective bu
reaucracy at HUD when the Bureau of 
the Census routinely gathers large 

amounts of information about every 
man, woman, and child in the United 
States? Further, the Department of 
Commerce already gathers some insur
ance data, including data on afford
ability and availability. Clearly, the 
original agency authorized under H.R. 
1188 is the best agency for the task on 
the merits. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
cynical amendment based on a petty 
jurisdictional squabble. Members 
should look at this issue on its merits, 
and I am convinced that anyone who 
does will agree that the House should 
reject the Kennedy-Gonzalez amend
ment. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words, and I rise in support of the Ken
nedy amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALES] is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be grant
ed an additional 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
object to 5 minutes. Having served 4 
years on the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, and having 
a lot of respect for the chairman, I 
would grant him another 2 minutes. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
withdraw my request. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. . 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
think the gentleman here is---

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
demand that the gentleman's words be 
taken down. 

0 1430 
The Clerk will report the words ob

jected to. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Madam Chairman, I think the gentleman 

here is, to say the least, hypocritical, inas
much as he has distorted an attribution to 
me. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] seek rec
ognition? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
failed to hear the Chairman's state
ment. Would you repeat it? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
want the words read again? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Yes. 
The CHAIRMAN. The Clerk will re

report the words. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Madam Chairman, I think the gentleman 

here is, to say the least, hypocritical, inas
much as he has distorted an attribution to 
me. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. GONZALEZ. I have a parliamen
tary inquiry, Madam Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
seek recognition? 
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Mr. GONZALEZ. Yes, I do, Madam 

Chairman. My understanding is that 
the allegation is that the words used 
were unparliamentary. 

The CHAIRMAN. That was the point 
of order. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, 
in obedience to that, let me revise the 
words by saying that the gentleman's 
remarks---

Mr. STEARNS. Regular order, 
Madam Chairman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] ask unani
mous consent to withdraw his re
marks? 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Yes, Madam Chair
man, I ask unanimous consent to with
draw my remarks. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Texas? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman may 

proceed in order. 
Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, 

let me say that I take not only gross 
but personal exception to the gentle
man's attributing to me statements 
and positions that I have never taken 
by reading out of context from an in
spector general's report of HUD with 
respect to the other administration, 
the prior administration's consistent 
pattern of mismanagement and failure 
to address it, and failing to point out 
that the current administration of 
HUD has reached the point where, with 
the additional help of the legislation 
that we have perfected, is getting an 
extra help in their managerial prob
l ems which they have inherited. 

Therefore, I very much resent that 
this statement would have been made 
to imply that HUD is incapable of 
doing that which, in our bill, as passed 
by the House Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, through the 
Subcommittee on Housing and Commu
nity Development, would empower 
HUD to undertake in its fact-gather
ing. 

In the first place, Madam Chairman, 
what the gentleman fails to state is 
that the Kennedy amendment would 
remove from the bill the onus of plac
ing this responsibility on the Depart
ment of Commerce that has no track 
record in this kind of fact-gathering. If 
that is the case, it would make as 
much logic to put it over in the Nu
clear Energy Commission. Why not 
have them do it? It would make just as 
much sense, if not, perhaps, more. 

Madam Chairman, we have developed 
separate banking legislation in the 
committee to address the problems 
that homeowners presently face in 
many areas of our country with respect 
to the gross, unjust redlining by insur
ance companies. What we are asking in 
our legislation, Madam Chairman, and 
in the Kennedy amendment is for the 
same fact-gathering that we now com
pel banks to provide, but what this rep-

resents is a wholesale abasement before 
this powerful, monstrous lobby known 
as the insurance industry. No wonder 
they have no complaints, because they 
have kowtowed completely in the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce to 
those vested interests that are hellbent 
in persisting in redlining, to the gross 
injustice of many of our fellow Ameri
cans. 

The ironfisted tactics of the chair
. man of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce--

Mr. DINGELL. Madam Chairman, I 
demand that the words of the gen
tleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] be 
taken down. 

0 1440 

Madam Chairman, as an act of com
ity to my dear friend, the gentleman 
from Texas, who I know gets much 
overwrought in matters of concern and 
sometimes speaks in tones that he 
might not choose to do, and out of the 
good will I feel for my friend, the gen
tleman from Texas, with whom I have 
served so long, the great personal affec
tion which I have for him, I will with
draw my request, in the hope that my 
dear friend from Texas will proceed in 
a more parliamentary and gentlemanly 
fashion. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 
withdraws his demand. The gentleman 
may proceed. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
thank my colleague, the gentleman 
from Michigan and appreciate his com
plimentary words. I was merely using a 
phrase that I thought would reflect the 
very strong tactics employed by the 
chairman of this distinguished com
mittee. 

Let me point out that this is a mat
ter that the courts have interpreted. 
That is, we have court decisions in 
which the Fair Housing Act as admin
istered by HUD have interpreted red
lining by insurance companies to be 
within HUD's proper jurisdiction in at
tempting to control and eliminate by 
insurance companies, not banks, not 
S&Ls, but insurance companies. 

Of course I feel strongly. When I see 
members of my committee who merely 
because they have had the courage, as 
the chairman of the subcommittee that 
has responsibility in this area, to pur
sue and be punished because of bills 
they are having in the other committee 
on other matters, I would be very much 
abdicating my responsibilities out of 
fear of displeasing my colleagues whom 
I equally esteem by shouting defiance 
to tyrannical and very revengeful tac
tics to the detriment of good legisla
tion in another area, clean air. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ] 
has expired. 

(By unanimous consent, Mr. GON
ZALEZ was allowed to proceed for 5 ad
ditional minutes.) 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Madam Chairman, I 
think it is reasonable. What · are we 

afraid of? What are we afraid in this 
Chamber of debate to hear a member 
speak 5 minutes additionally? Wherein 
is the fear? What is the basis for it? If 
the position is so correct by those that 
fear and oppose that their position is 
correct and true and valid, why fear 
any talk, any amount of talk? 

Let me continue addressing the issue. 
This is a gut issue. And maybe and 
maybe not it involves committee juris
dictions. I will show to anybody's ex
amination freely and truly my record 
as chairman since 1989, January 3, of 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs, wherein at any time 
any other committee has felt hurt by 
an improper invasion on our part of 
their jurisdiction. Not one time. And it 
is not our desire to do that. We have 
enough to take care of within the very 
clearly prescribed jurisdiction of the 
committee. 

In this area of insurance, there is a 
gray area as reflected by the quandary 
and the contradiction by the very Par
liamentarians themselves, the very 
Parliamentarians. There is a gray area. 
But there is no gray area as to the ju
risdiction on all credit-extending ac
tivities in our country being under the 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Bank
ing, Finance and Urban Affairs. 

We have formed this new subcommit
tee in contracting a number of com
mittees and streamlining our oper
ations in the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs, of which 
the gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY], is chairman and the 
title of that subcommittee is Credit 
and other matters such as coinage and 
insurance. We are not trying to invade 
the proper scope of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce at any time, 
never has a charge been made to my 
knowledge, and we certainly do not 
seek it now. But we think that it would 
be remiss on our part, even if the odds 
are against us, even if we fail to speak 
forth on what is the proper jurisdiction 
of this committee and the Department 
that we wish to charge with the respon
sibility of searching out and rooting 
out this very violative, discriminatory 
practice of redlining for homeowners. 
We are talking about homeowners. So 
that the Secretary, as the gentleman 
from Massachusetts [Mr. KENNEDY] has 
brought out, not only he, his prede
cessor, have brought out their desire to 
have this kind of an aspect of activity 
under their jurisdiction. 

The authority to test discriminatory 
insurance practices would mesh with 
the substantial experience that the 
Fair Housing Enforcement Office has 
acquired in conducting testing under 
the Fair Housing Initiatives Program. 

Point 3. HUD's new oversight respon
sibilities relating to the second mort
gage market, Fannie Mae and Freddie 
Mac, the Federal Housing Finance 
Board, and the Resolution Trust Cor
poration closely relate to the insurance 
redlining issue. 



July 20, .1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 17217 
We must conclude by saying that this 

function provides an excellent fit with 
our existing fair housing and other pro
grammatic responsibilities. 

I will provide the sufficient jurisdic
tional FHEO/HUD resources, whatever 
is necessary to achieve these additional 
responsibilities and we do so in our 
Housing and Comprehensive Commu
nity Development Act. There is cer
tainly no other agency in Government, 
much less the Commerce Department, 
the Commerce Department will be 
asked to do something it has never 
done before. Notwithstanding the fact 
it may have the Census Bureau within 
its jurisdiction. That is beside the 
point. The Nuclear Regulatory Com
mission also has vast technological and 
computer facilities for gathering, com
puting and relating information. But 
we are talking about the proper agency 
already equipped and experienced in 
this area to be handling this matter. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words, and I rise in 
strong opposition to this amendment. 

I have heard a lot of talk about the 
Parliamentarian and the Speaker, but 
they have already ruled on this issue, 
so I want to go on with the merits or 
demerits as I see it of this amendment. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment 
makes no sense on the merits. The De
partment of Commerce is the most ap
propriate agency to collect this insur
ance data. The Department has past in
volvement in insurance issues, particu
larly issues of availability and afford
ability on insurance, such as its experi
ence in monitoring and reviewing the 
Risk Retention Act. It collects data on 
foreign insurers and reinsurers. The 
Department's responsibility for con
ducting the U.S. Census indicates that 
it is the data collection expert in the 
Federal Government. 

In contrast, the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development has little 
expertise with respect to the private 
insurance industry. While HUD is 
charged with enforcing the Fair Hous
ing Act, this legislation is broader than 
just homeowners insurance. 

Furthermore, HUD's own inspector 
general has raised serious questions 
about HUD's capability to handle in
surance data collection. According to 
the inspector general, "Historically, 
HUD has not developed and maintained 
data systems in an effective and effi
cient manner." The IG notes that the 
relevant HUD staff "readily admit they 
have little or no experience in design
ing data systems." The inspector gen
eral also advises "that HUD's limited 
funding for data systems integration 
should not be diluted for new activi
ties." The HUD IG concludes, with re
spect to the Kennedy bill, "we are con
cerned about HUD's ability to imple
ment the [legislation] in an effective, 
timely, and efficient manner." 

The legislation also requires the col
lection of data with respect to auto in-

surance. The Department of Housing 
and Urban Development has absolutely 
no expertise with respect to auto insur
ance. Why doesn't the gentleman offer 
an amendment to shift data collection 
to the Department of Transportation? 
The answer is obvious. The Banking 
Committee has no jurisdiction over the 
Department of Transportation. 

The legislation also establishes a 
pilot project for the collection of data 
on commercial insurance. Here again, 
HUD has absolutely no expertise. 

The choice is between the Depart
ment of Commerce-an agency with 
clear expertise-and HUD-an agency 
where even the relevant staff admit lit
tle or no relevant experience. It is im
portant for the best possible data col
lection to be done under the bill. Com
merce is the agency to do this and it 
can then share the results with HUD, 
the Department of Justice, and any 
other agency charged with fighting dis
crimination. 

Accordingly, I must strongly oppose 
this amendment. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Madam Chair
man, I move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. I am a new 
Member of the Congress and while it is 
somewhat fascinating to see what may 
or may not be a struggle between two 
powerful chairmen over jurisdiction, I 
really have no interest in that. I have 
not been around here long enough, I 
suppose, that I would have such a loy
alty to my committee that I would in
sist that my committee have jurisdic
tion. I simply want to evaluate the 
issue on its merits. I have made an ef
fort to do that. 

What I see, looking at the difference 
between the Department of Commerce 
and the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development [HUD], is pretty 
clear. HUD has some experience operat
ing government-run insurance pro
grams, but those same insurance pro
grams are not covered by this bill. We 
have eliminated them from coverage 
under this bill. HUD has no experience 
with the private insurance industry, 
and absolutely no experience at all 
with the small business insurance mar
ket. 

Let us look at Commerce by con
trast. Commerce houses the Bureau of 
the Census. It collects extensive inf or
mation on every man, woman, and 
child in the United States, which is al
most what we are going to do with this 
legislation. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. GREENWOOD. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
would like to make it a part of the 
RECORD and announce my intention for 
clarification to include sections from 
the Housing and Community Develop
ment Act of 1994, specifically page 75, 
all the information that I quoted in my 
speech, as follows: 

While many of the new programs proposed 
by the Administration may have merit, the 
Committee concluded that virtually all of 
them in some way duplicated current HUD 
programs. The Committee is minciful of the 
repeated findings of the HUD Inspector Gen
eral that HUD is a " troubled" federal agency 
which has 10 material weaknesses in its basic 
operations. The IG has warned that the pro
liferation of new programs requiring rule
making, grants decisions, technica) assist
ance, and monitoring coupled with the brain 
drain of expertise from the Department dur
ing the 1980s has left a decimated workforce 
with the wrong skills mix, inadequate com
puter data systems, and the inability to ad
minister properly the programs currently 
authorized. These warnings prompted the 
Committee to incorporate the new programs 
proposed by the Department as eligible uses 
within current HUD programs. 

D 1450 
I make my intensions known and I 

thank my colleague for allowing me 
the opportunity. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Madam Chair
woman, to conclude, as I mentioned, 
the Department of Commerce already 
conducts the census. We are with this 
legislation, which I consider to be over
reaching, practically gathering infor
mation about every man, woman, and 
child in the United States when it 
comes down to insurance. So it is natu
ral for the Department of Commerce to 
handle this function. Commerce al
ready collects insurance data, and 
Commence already has the expertise on 
issues regarding the affordability and 
availability of insurance. 

I think the Department of Commerce 
is the appropriate entity to collect this 
information, and I would urge a no 
vote on the amendment. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. And, I rise in 
support of the Kennedy-Gonzalez 
amendment to H.R. 1188. 

The Banking Committee has histori
cally overseen the monitoring and en
forcement of property and casualty in
surance, flood insurance, and private 
mortgage insurance. The Kennedy-Gon
zalez amendment protects the House 
Banking Committee's jurisdiction over 
these insurance issues and avoids un
necessary and potentially disruptive 
jurisdictional conflicts. 

The Kennedy-Gonzalez amendment 
also promotes the antiredlining objec
tives of H.R. 1188 by requiring that 
data collected under the bill be submit
ted to the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development, rather than the 
Department of Commerce. HUD's new 
experience in the collection of mort
gage data places it in the best position 
to most effectively collect the informa
tion required under H.R. 1188. 

Equally important is HUD's experi
ence in successfully utilizing data for 
fair housing enforcement and compli
ance purposes under the Fair Housing 
Act. 

Furthermore, HUD Secretary Henry 
Cisneros has made it clear that access 
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to this information will greatly en
hance HUD's ability to enforce our Na
tion's fair housing laws. 

In comparison, the Department of 
Commerce lacks the necessary experi
ence and administrative capacity to 
properly administer the program. 

I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
the Kennedy-Gonzalez amendment. 

Ms. SCHENK. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, let me just start 
by saying as a freshman it is somewhat 
distressing to observe that an impor
tant issue of substance can digress into 
a jurisdictional debate that for most 
Americans has no meaning. 

Madam Chairman, let me say as a 
member of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce I do not think there is 
any dispute that the Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
does indeed have some jurisdiction 
over some insurance issues such as 
Federal flood insurance. But as to the 
private sector, the Speaker, under the 
House rules, written by Thomas Jeffer
son, referred the bill of the gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] to 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. And under the rules of this body 
that was the appropriate referral. 

As to the substance, H.R. 1188 des
ignates the Department of Commerce 
as the data collection agency. Why the 
Department of Commerce? Because it 
is the data collection expert of the 
Federal Government, pure and simple. 
Commerce currently collects insurance 
data. Commerce does have the exper
tise in issues involving the availability 
and affordability of insurance. 

Why not HUD? HUD's own inspector 
general has questioned HUD's capabil
ity and involvement in insurance red
lining data collection. I quote, 

Historically, HUD has not developed and 
maintained data systems in an effective and 
efficient manner. HUD has little expertise in 
the private insurance industry and no famili
arity or involvement with automobile or 
small business insurance. The relevant HUD 
staff has little or no experience in designing 
data systems. 

There is no policy rationale for this 
amendment. There is no good reason 
why the Department of Housing and 
Urban Development is in a better place 
to use the information than the De
partment of Commerce. 

This amendment is all about politics, 
pure and simple, and I urge Members to 
oppose the amendment. It is bad pol
icy, and it is bad procedure. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Chair
woman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Madam Chairwoman, I know we are 
in what amounts to a jurisdictional 
dispute, but I think this issue can be 
decided on public policy. The best 
agency for purposes of conducting this 
particular study certainly has been 
well established over a long period of 
time as the Commerce Department. 

The issue of committee jurisdiction 
has already been settled by the com
mittee referral. The Committee on 
Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs' 
bill was subsequently referred to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
but the bill of the Committee on En
ergy and Commerce was not referred to 
the Committee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs. 

Madam Chairwoman, even if the 
amendment were successful, it would 
not be dispositive on the question of ju
risdiction. Even if HUD were des
ignated as the agency responsible for 
administering this program, so long as 
they were responsible for regulation of 
insurers involved in interstate com
merce, jurisdiction over this issue 
would fall to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

Madam Chairwoman, I know we 
talked earlier about the state of oper
ations in HUD. But I think it is very 
clear to everyone that most of the em
ployees have been at HUD for many 
years; they are still there, just as most 
of the employees that have been at the 
Department of Commerce are still 
there. Only the leadership has changed 
from administration to administration. 
This program of data collection is 
something that will be done by the peo
ple that have long been in one of these 
departments. I think that the Depart
ment of Commerce has a far better 
record of data collection for purposes 
of the census as well as issues relating 
to insurance. This Department already 
has expertise on issues involving the 
availability and affordability of insur
ance. 

We have had some problems with 
HUD in the past. I hope we do not con
tinue to have any such problems in the 
future. It is a very important depart
ment of government. But it is not the 
department to which this issue should 
be given. 

Let us authorize the Department of 
Commerce, with their long-established 
record, as the agency that has the job 
of collecting data as required in this 
legislation. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words, and I rise in 
support of the amendment. 

Madam Chairman, first let me make 
it emphatically clear that rule X does 
give to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce exclusive jurisdiction over 
this subject matter. The amendment is 
important, and as important as it is, 
we must clearly define its jurisdiction, 
and the jurisdiction of private property 
insurance is, in my opinion, in the 
hands of the Committee on Banking, 
Finance and Urban Affairs. 

This amendment requires HUD, not 
the Department of Commerce, to ad
minister the programs under H.R. 1188. 
HUD should run these programs be
cause they have the experience. Con
trary to what many have said here 

today, HUD has the experience because 
they have administered a program of 
this nature for over 20 years. HUD is 
solely responsible for making sure 
homeowners comply, for example, with 
the Fair Housing Act. HUD has the 
ability to collect this data and we 
should rely on them to administer this 
program. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I yield to 
the gentleman from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Think about it, ladies and gentlemen, 
securities, the power industry includ
ing electric and natural gas, mutual 
funds, health insurance, the Clean Air 
Act, the Clean Water Act, the tele
communications industry, all are con
trolled by one committee due to the 
overarching mandate that says if any
thing is interstate commerce it goes 
directly to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. I tell my colleagues 
.that the Committee pn Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs runs every 
major insurance program that comes 
out of this Congress. We have a claim 
because this is an insurance industry 
issue. They have a claim because they 
say it is interstate commerce. It is up 
in the air. It is up to the membership 
of this body to determine who will do 
the best job. 

Madam Chairman, the only people in 
the world that I have ever met that 
think that the Census Bureau does a 
good job happen to be the members of 
the Committee on Energy and Com
merce. 

D 1500 
I have never heard anybody think the 

Census Bureau does a good job. Be that 
as it may, you may think it does such 
a good job out there. That is your busi
ness. I happen to think both of these 
agencies leave a lot to be desired. 

The agency that has the proper juris
diction, that currently is responsible 
for dealing with redlining issues, for 
dealing with racial discrimination is 
HUD. That is what they do. Part of 
their mandate is to go out and find out 
where racial discrimination and redlin
ing take place in the housing industry. 

We are asking them to expand into a 
couple of other areas in addition to 
housing insurance. 

The fact is that if we look at how 
this whole thing got going, it got going 
out of an extension of the Home Mort
gage Disclosure Act. You take either 
Energy and Commerce base text or 
Banking Committee's base text, they 
are both based on the HMDA Act, the 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, which 
came out of the Banking Committee. I 
got it passed with the chairman, the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. GONZALEZ], 
6 years ago on this House floor. That is 
the base text. That is where this legis
lation finds its roots, and that is why it 
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deserves to be housed in the Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. 

Mrs. MALONEY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairm·an, I rise to urge my 
colleagues to support the amendment. 

The Kennedy-Gonzalez amendment 
makes the process better by making 
HUD the agency that receives data in
stead of the Commerce Department. 
Giving HUD the responsibility to col
lect data makes sense on the merits. In 
fact, it makes so much sense one is left 
with the feeling that the selection of 
Commerce was based more on internal 
jurisdictional battles than on the most 
capable agency. 

HUD has ample experience admin
istering and overseeing the collection 
of data that will be generated by this 
legislation. Currently HUD enforces 
the Fair Housing Act including provi
sions prohibiting discrimination in 
homeowners' insurance. 

Does it not make sense, therefore, for 
HUD to receive data from insurance 
companies about their homeowners' 
and other property insurance data? 
HUD has been collecting data from the 
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act for 20 
years. This data is extremely similar 
to the data that will be provided under 
the provisions of this bill. 

Again, does it not make sense for 
this information to go to the agency 
that has, even with all its flaws, the 
most experience? Why, as we reinvent 
Government, do we want to reinvent 
the Commerce Department by having 
them do the work that HUD has al
ready been doing for 20 years? 

No matter how you look at this 
amendment, whether it is to prevent 
one committee from accumulating too 
much power or whether it is simply 
what Federal agency can best accumu
late this important data, the vote 
should be "yes." 

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Madam Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi
tion to this amendment. 

This amendment would designate 
Housing and Urban Development rath
er than Commerce as the agency re
sponsible for data collection, for analy
sis, for study, and for reporting under 
the bill. This is truly the most cynical 
amendment we are likely to face 
today. 

Under the guise of helping those who 
suffer from discrimination, it is simply 
a grab at committee jurisdiction in the 
House, period. 

The Department of Commerce is the 
data-collecting arm of the Federal 
Government. It has broad and long ex
perience in designing and carrying out 
data collection responsibilities. This is, 
of course, most evident in its respon
sibilities as to the census, but it is also 
evident in many other areas such as its 

Bureau of Economic Analysis and the 
International Trade Commission. 

In addition, the Department of Com
merce is the sole Federal agency with 
substantive experience in insurance. 
The Department of Commerce, for ex
ample, is responsible for implementa
tion of the Risk Retention Act, and the 
Department of Commerce conducts an 
annual and complete analysis of for
eign reinsurance markets in the United 
States. The Department of Commerce 
acts as the substantive expert on all 
trade negotiations regarding insurance. 

HUD has no expertise in property 
casualty insurance, the type of insur
ance covered by this bill. It has no gen
uine expertise in designing and imple
menting data systems. These are the 
province of Commerce. 

Keep in mind when Commerce does 
carry out its data collection and analy
sis responsibilities under H.R. 1188, this 
information will be available to all 
Federal agencies including HUD for 
fair housing purposes, including Jus
tice for discrimination purposes, and 
any other agency in the Federal Gov
ernment for any other valid purpose. 

We must be sure that this data is the 
most accurate, most usable, most com
plete data that a well-designed system 
can produce. Commerce is the obvious 
agency to carry out that task. 

There is really, Madam Chairman, no 
contest that Commerce is the proper 
agency to implement 1188, except for 
the jurisdictional grab in this amend
ment. 

I urge the defeat of the amendment. 
Mr. VENTO. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

I rise in support of the Kennedy-Gon
zalez amendment. 

Madam Chairman, the issue here ob
viously is an important one. I think 
that both of the committees, Banking 
and Commerce, have worked hard on 
this issue. 

But I am obviously concerned that 
the agency that has demonstrated the 
leadership, HUD [Housing and Urban 
Development], in terms of discrimina
tion and problems that face our Gov
ernment under most of the Secretaries 
that have led the agency, whether Jack 
Kemp or today, under Henry Cisneros, 
that they be given the principal re
sponsibility, for this information and 
action. 

Clearly there is no dispute regarding 
the need to address the problem of in
surance redlining. It is a serious prob
lem that is adversely affecting our 
urban areas, intimately related to the 
chief responsibilities of HUD, and I 
think that if we look at the history of 
the track record here of which Federal 
departments and agencies has been at 
these urban hot spots over the years, it 
has been the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, today, of course, 
with Henry Cisneros. They have a deep 
stake in this issue and the welfare of 
urban America. 

HUD have the area offices in most re
gions. They are working within the 
census tracts. They can use that data 
effectively. 

The fact is I heard earlier, and I 
think it is regrettable, that the inspec
tor general and others have suggested 
that HUD is not doing the job that it 
should do. Today, it has nearly an im
possible task, the Housing and Urban 
Development Department has, in terms 
of trying to catch up with the serious 
problems in our urban areas. 

I do not think that is any reason to 
deny them one of the essential tools 
they need for what has been a serious 
and emerging problem with regard to 
redlining. They need such tools to ad
dress their mission. I hope that they 
would have it. HUD has the presence. 
They have, I think, the ability to use 
the resource. 

But clearly HUD is overloaded with 
some of substantial responsibilities 
that they now exercise. 

The pending bill, of course, would 
provide the authority to the Depart
ment of Commerce, to Ron Brown, and 
I have no argument with Mr. Brown. I 
just think that it is clear on the face 
that the Housing and Urban Develop
ment is the Department that is in 
these urban areas that is providing the 
leadership in terms of where our Na
tion is going in terms of policies that 
affect areas which are today the object 
of redlining. 

I think that Commerce is simply the 
wrong choice. The Department of Com
merce has no infrastructure in place to 
handle this matter effectively or effi
ciently. 

The information would simply go 
into a void and not provide the type of 
utility that all of us anticipate from 
maintaining such information. 

The Kennedy amendment, supported 
by the chairman and other members of 
the committee, included myself, and 
would turn over this information to a 
more appropriate source, to the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment. 

Some are seeking to make the focus 
of this debate on the size of each De
partment's computer or the efficiency. 
I think probably both would have a 
long way to go to deal effectively with 
software. 

What should be the issue, in my view, 
the debate should be based on the abil
ity of each Department to analyze and 
determine the discrimination. In this, I 
do not think that HUD is second to 
anyone with regard to this process. 
They have had a working relationship, 
an effective working relationship, with 
the Justice Department. They have the 
serious problems that face us, that face 
their communities, and they are in the 
forefront fighting for people, whether 
it is home purchase and the insurance 
or discrimination practices that are oc
curring. 
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They are intimately related with the 
community development activities 
that are vital to these areas. They need 
to have the tools to do this job. 

This information on redlining is ac
tually one of the tools that would per
mit them to enhance the ability of the 
Housing and Urban Development De
partment to do the job. This is their 
portfolio. It is the portfolio of the 
Housing and Urban Development De
partment to provide the leadership, to 
be the Federal repository, interface 
with our local and State governments 
at these areas. I think we ought to give 
them this new task. 

The Commerce Department is in
volved in a different way, a different 
task in terms of commerce and trade 
and other activities. I think to deny 
this to HUD-it may be full of good in
tention; I do not question the author's 
good intentions or those of the other 
committee-but the fact is this tool 
ought to go into the portfolio of HUD 
to achieve their mission. 

Now, Housing and Urban Develop
ment is controversial. There is no ques
tion about it. The reason they are is 
because they are in the forefront of 
speaking up for people of color. They 
are in the forefront of dealing with dis
crimination in this country. HUD is 
pushing the issues. 

That is why we should give them the 
resource to accomplish the task. you 
are denying them that. Sending this in
formation off over in the Department 
of Commerce is not controversial. But 
I say we need controversy in this in
stance. We need to address this issue of 
discrimination, we need to confront 
this matter. We have to be able to con
vince the people who live in the urban 
areas that they have a stake and that 
they are being treated fairly. The 
Housing and Urban Development De
partment has that responsibility, and 
could effectively use such data and 
charge. 

I plead with you today to support the 
Kennedy-Gonzalez amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 88, noes 343, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

Andrews CME) 
Andrews (NJ) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 

[Roll No. 337) 

AYES-88 
Beilenson 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Brooks 

Brown (CA) 
Coleman 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 

DeFazio 
Dellums 
Dlaz-Balart 
Dooley 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gejdenson 
Gibbons 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hinchey 
Hughes 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kaptur 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B1llrakis 
Bishop 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Boni or 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (FL) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clinger 
Clyburn 
Coble 
Colltns (GA> 
Colltns (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 

Kennedy 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Maloney 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Meek 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Minge 
Mink 
Moakley 
Moran 
Neal (MA) 
Neal (NC) 
Olver 
Orton 
Owens 

NOES--343 

Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
Deal 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Ford (TN) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Gallegly 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
Hilliard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 

Pastor 
Pelosi 
Pt ck le 
Reed 
Roth 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Stark 
Stupak 
Torres 
Torrlcell1 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Wynn 
Yates 

Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kasi ch 
Kennelly 
Kil dee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Laughltn 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzolt 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McColl um 

McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKeon 
McMillan 
McNulty 
Menendez 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Nadler 
Norton (DC) 
Nuss le 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Po shard 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 

Bentley 
Faleomavaega 

CAS) 

Rahall 
Ramstad 
Rangel 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Santorum 
Sarpaltus 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slsisky 
Skaggs 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (Ml) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 

NOT VOTING-S 

Gallo 
McCurdy 
Ros-Lehtinen 
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Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Stokes 
Strickland 
Studds 
Stump 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Swift 
Synar 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Towns 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Upton 
Valentine 
Vlsclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovlch 
Walker 
Walsh 
Waxman 
Weldon 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wilson 
Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zlmmer 

Underwood (GU) 
Washington 
Whitten 

Messrs. REGULA, THOMAS of Wyo
ming, and TEJEDA changed their vote 
from "aye" to "no." 

Ms. FURSE, Mr. ROTH, and Mr. 
HUGHES changed their vote from "no" 
to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to the bill? 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MS. ROYBAL-ALLARD 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam 
Chairwoman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Ms. ROYBAL-AL

LARD: 
Page 3, line 13, strike "and". 
Page 3, line 23, strike the period and insert 

",and". 
Page 3, after line 23, insert the following 

new clause: 
(iii) information that will enable the Sec

retary to assess the aggregate loss experi
ence for such insurer for such designated 
MSA and each 5-digit zip code in such des
ignated MSA within which insured risks of 
the insurer are located. 

Page 4, strike lines 12 through 25. 
Page 5, line 4, strike "(a)(l)" and insert 

" (a)". 
Page 5, line 24, strike "(a)(l)" and insert 

"(a)". 
Page 6, after line 25, insert the following 

new clause: 
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(viii ) provide for the submission of infor

mation on the racial characteristics or na
tional origin of policyholders and on the gen
der of policyholders, at the level of detail 
comparable to that required by the Home 
Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (and the reg
ulations issued thereunder), 

Page 7, line 1, strike " (viii)" and insert 
" (ix)" . 

Page 7, line 4, strike " (ix)" and insert 
" (x)". 

Page 7, line 6, strike "(x)" and insert 
"(Xi) " . 

Page 7, after line 7, insert the following 
new subparagraph: 

(B) RULES REGARDING OBTAINING RACIAL AND 
NATIONAL ORIGIN INFORMATION.-With respect 
to the information specified in subparagraph 
(A)(v111), applicants for , and policyholders of, 
insurance may be asked their racial charac
teristics or national origin only in writing. 
Any such written question shall clearly indi
cate that a response to the question is vol
untary on the part of the applicant or policy
holder, but encouraged, and that the infor
mation is being requested by the Federal 
Government to monitor the availability and 
affordability of insurance. If an applicant 
for, or policyholder of, insurance declines to 
provide such information, the agent or in
surer for such insurance may provide such 
information. 

Page 7, line 8, strike "(B) and insert "(C )" . 
Page 7, line 22, strike " (C )" and insert 

" (D)" . 
Page 11, after line 18, insert the following 

new clause: 
(x) provide for the collection of informa

tion that will enable the Secretary to assess 
the aggregate loss experience, by each line of 
insurance designated under clause (ix), for 
insurers designated under clause (viii ) for 
each MSA for which reporting is required 
under subparagraph (D), 

Page 11, line 19, strike " (x)" and insert 
" (xi)". 

Page 11 , line 21, strike " (xi)" and insert 
" (xii )" . 

Page 12, line 1, strike "(xii )" and insert 
" (xiii)" . 

Page 13, line 24, after "basis" insert "(or a 
9-digit zip code or census tract basis)". 

Page 16, line 2, strike " 25" and insert " 75" . 
Page 24, after line 4, insert the following 

new subsection: 
(f) REPORTING BY OTHER GEOGRAPHIC 

AREAS.-
(1) INSURER C'PTION.-The Secretary shall 

provide that any insurer who is required by 
section 3 to compile, submit, maintain, and 
make available information may, at the dis
cretion of the insurer, comply with the re
quirements of such section by compiling, 
submitting, maintaining, and making such 
information available on the basis of census 
tracts or 9-digit zip codes rather than on the 
basis of 5-digit zip codes. 

(2) REQUIREMENT BY SECRETARY.-The Sec
retary may at any time, for any insurers, for 
any designated lines of insurance, and with 
respect to any geographical areas, require 
that information to be compiled, submitted, 
maintained, and made available under sec
tion 3 shall be compiled, submitted, main
tained, and made available on a basis of cen
sus tracts (which shall include any basis that 
is convertible to the basis of census tracts) 
rather than on the basis of 5-digit zip codes, 
but only to the extent that the Secretary de
termines that availability of information on 
the basis of census tracts is necessary to as
sess the availability, affordability, or qual
ity of type of insurance coverage. 

(3) ADDRESS CONVERSION SOFTWARE.-The 
Secretary shall make available, to any in-

surer required to provide information to the 
Secretary under section 3, computer soft
ware that can be used to convert addresses 
from 5-digi t zip code to census tracts. The 
software shall be made available in forms 
that provide such conversion for MSA's des
ignated under section 4(a) on a nationwide 
basis and on a State-by-State basis and shall 
be updated annually. The software shall be 
made available without charge, except for an 
amount, determined by the Secretary, which 
shall not exceed the actual cost of reproduc
ing the software. 

Page 24, line 12, after " data" insert " , in
cluding loss ratios, " . 

Page 24, line 13, after " zip code" insert "(or 
by 9-digit zip code or census tract, to the ex
tent information is submitted to the Sec
retary on such basis pursuant to section 
6(f))" , 

Page 24, line 16, after " insurance policies" 
insert " and loss ratios" . 

Page 24, line 17, after " zip codes" insert 
" (or for categories of 9-digit zip codes or cen
sus tracts, to the. extent information is sub
mitted to the Secretary on such basis pursu
ant to section 6(f))". 

Page 25, after line 5, insert the following 
new subsection: 

(d) PROTECTIONS REGARDING LOSS INFORMA
TION.-

(1 ) PROHIBITION OF DISCLOSURE OF LOSS IN
FORMATION.-Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act, the Secretary may not 
make available to the public or otherwise 
disclose any information submitted under 
this act regarding the amount or number of 
claims paid by any insurer, the amount of 
losses of any insurer, or the loss experience 
for any insurer, except (A) in the form of a 
loss ratio (expressing the relationship of 
claims paid to premiums) made available or 
disclosed in compliance with the provisions 
of paragraph (2), or (B) as provided in para
graph (3). 

(2) PROTECTION OF IDENTITY OF INSURER.-In 
making available to the public or otherwise 
disclosing a loss ratio for an insurer-

(A) the Secretary may not identify the ih
surer to which the loss ratio relates; and 

(B) the Secretary may disclose the loss 
ratio only in a manner that does not allow 
any party to determine the identity of the 
specific insurer to which the loss ratio re
lates, except parties having access to infor
mation under paragraph (3). 

(3) CONFIDENTIALITY OF INFORMATION DIS
CLOSED TO GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES.-The 
Secretary may make information referred to 
in paragraph (1) and the identity of the spe
cific insurer to which such information re
lates available to any Federal entity and any 
State agency responsible for regulating in
surance in a State and may otherwise dis
close such information to any such entity or 
agency, but only to the extent such entity or 
agency agrees not to make any such infor
mation available or disclose such informa
tion to any other person. 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (during the 
reading). Madam Chairwoman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from California? 

There was no objection. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam 

Chairwoman, I rise to offer the Roybal
Allard Velazquez-Barrett-Kennedy 
amendment to H.R. 1188, the Anti-Red
lining in Insurance Disclosure Act. 

The leadership of the Federal Gov
ernment in eliminating the discrimina
tory practices of insurance companies 
is long overdue. 

Insurance redlining is a real and per
vasive problem throughout this Nation 
with devastating results in low- and 
moderate-income communities, par
ticularly in minority neighborhoods. 

Clearly, the time has come for Con
gress to address this issue squarely and 
to undertake the steps necessary to 
protect the civil rights of all Ameri
cans in this regard. 

Historically, low-income, minority 
communities such as the Los Angeles 
district I represent have not had equal 
opportunities to acquire adequate in
surance coverage at affordable rates. 
The systematic denial of this basic, 
fundamental right has severely limited 
the ability of families to purchase 
homes, drive cars, and has made cov
erage for small business owners in 
these areas prohibitively expensive. 

Truly, my distinguished colleague 
from Illinois, Congresswoman CARDISS 
COLLINS, has taken a courageous stance 
on this issue. I commend her leadership 
in fashioning H.R. 1188, a bill that rep
resents a significant step forward in 
addressing insurance redlining. How
ever, the bill in its current form will 
not require the data necessary to de
termine whether discrimination exists 
in a given community. 

The Roybal-Allard Velazquez-
Barrett-Kennedy amendment will sup
plement the disclosure requirements 
set forth in H.R. 1188 through five key 
provisions: 

First, in an effort to protect small in
surance companies, the amendment ex
empts them from the provisions of this 
bill. Al though small insurers comprise 
82 percent of the industry, valid data 
will be collected from the remaining 
insurers who write more than 80 per
cent of the insurance policies in the 
United States. 

Second, insurance companies will be 
required to provide data on race, eth
nicity, and gender voluntarily supplied 
by policy applicants and holders. 

0 1540 
This information is identical to the 

information currently provided by fi
nancial lending institutions that has 
proven to be vital in efforts to enforce 
antidiscrimination laws in mortgage 
lending and housing. 

In addition, the amendment will 
allow insurance companies the option 
to report data by census tract, and will 
permit the Secretary of the authorized 
agency to request census-tract data as 
necessary. Census-tract information 
will provide more reliable demographic 
data to determine better the character
istics of neighborhoods whose residents 
may be victims of redlining. 

Fourth, while protecting insurance 
companies against the disclosure of 
proprietary information, the amend
ment requires the collection of loss 
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data. This data will help document 
whether the higher premiums typically 
paid in redlined neighborhoods are 
truly justified. For example, recent 
studies in St. Louis and Kansas City 
found that minorities pay higher insur
ance premiums than whites with the 
same income for comparable coverage, 
even though their claim rates were 
lower. 

Lastly, the amendment increases 
from 25 to 75 the number of cities from 
which data will be compiled. This 
means that cities with large minority 
populations such as Birmingham, San 
Antonio; New Orleans, and Toledo will 
also be assessed. 

Madam Chairwoman, my colleagues 
and I worked very hard to craft a com
promise measure which increases the 
value of information collected and re
ported under R.R. 1188, while also pro
viding important exemptions for small 
insurance companies. As such, the 
amendment strengthens the states ob
jectives of R.R. 1188 to combat insur
ance redlining practices 

It is a win-win situation for the sup
porters of R.R. 1188 and for consumers 
who will be provided enhanced protec
tion against arbitrary and discrimina
tory insurance practices. 

I ask for the support of my col
leagues for this important amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Madam Chairwoman, I must oppose 
this amendment. While this amend
ment is portrayed as a strengthening 
amendment, and has strengthening fea
tures, it also substantially weakens the 
bill. 

This bill has broad bipartisan sup
port. A di verse array of groups support 
this legislation. It is a very delicate po
litical balance. I understand the inten
tions of the gentlewoman, and I know 
she is trying to help this bill, but this 
amendment would destroy the delicate 
balance of R.R. 1188. It is, in effect, a 
killer amendment. 

In a perfect world, I would like to 
strengthen this bill. But, my first pri
ority must be to pass this bill. Unfortu
nately, the adoption of this and other 
amendments would produce a bill that 
could not pass. Even if such a bill could 
pass the House, it would be that much 
more difficult to move it in the other 
body in the short time remaining in 
this Congress. 

The bill in its current form is not 
perfect. But it is passable. And it is a 
tremendous step forward. It would pro
vide a lot of information about insur
ance practices that is simply not avail
able today. If we adopt killer amend
ments, no matter how well-inten
tioned, then none of this information 
will become available. We would have 
shot ourselves in the foot. The perfect 
would have become the enemy of the 
good. 

Let me make a few substantive 
points. First, it is no secret that I pre-

f erred the use of census tracts in the 
beginning. But the use of five digit ZIP 
Codes will produce a great deal of valu
able information. Even the supporters 
of this amendment recognize that. For 
example, the community group ACORN 
described a ZIP Code based data call 
recently issued by the National Asso
ciation of Insurance Commissioners as 
allowing "the most comprehensive 
analysis yet of the extent of insurance 
redlining." 

Furthermore, the top 25 metropolitan 
areas represent about 58 percent of the 
total metropolitan population of the 
United States and about 46 percent of 
the total population. That is a lot of 
data about a lot of people. 

This amendment also significantly 
weakens the bill. By exempting certain 
insurers from any reporting under the 
bill, the amendment means the col
lected data will fail to include informa
tion on about 20 percent of the policies 
in a metropolitan area. This seriously 
lowers the quality of the data. In fact, 
while R.R. 1188 will cover 46 percent of 
the Nation's population, the amend
ment only increases the percentage of 
coverage to 51 percent. So you get a 
small increase in coverage at the ex
pense of less complete data and a killer 
amendment. It is a risk not worth tak
ing. 

Accordingly, I must urge opposition 
to the amendment. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op
position to the Roybal-Allard amend
ment to R.R. 1188, because this amend
ment would reverse almost all of the 
changes made to the bill in a biparti
san manner within the full committee, 
and would greatly increase the cost of 
this legislation to both policyholders 
and taxpayers. 

This amendment is supposed to make 
all of the changes necessary to make 
R.R. 1188 more effective in fighting red
lining. However, if one really reads the 
amendment, it requires a lot more re
porting on not very many more people 
than R.R. 1188. And even though you 
have all of this extra reporting, the in
formation you get is not necessary to 
determine if there is a problem with 
redlining and would greatly add to the 
cost of this bill. 

The first major provision of this 
amendment is that it adds 50 new cities 
in which reporting is required. As this 
chart shows, under R.R. 1188, roughly 
58 percent of the Nation's metropolitan 
population and 46 percent of the Na
tion's population as a whole is covered 
under the bill. The proponents of this 
amendment would have you believe 
that you will add 22 percent more of 
the metropolitan population if you ap
prove their amendment. 

Unfortunately, that really is not the 
case. This amendment also eliminates 
the minimal reporting requirements 
for the small, nondesignated insurers. 

Aside from the statistical validity 
problem this creates, it also affects the 
number of policyholders who would be 
covered by this legislation. Since the 
non-designated insurers cover approxi
mately 20 percent of the policyholders, 
that means that the percentage of the 
population that would be covered under 
this amendment must be reduced by 20 
percent. That means that the Roybal
Allard amendment really would only 
cover about 64 percent of the metro
politan population and 51.2 percent of 
the Nation's population as a whole. 
That really is only a 6-percent increase 
in the metropolitan population and a 
5.2 percent increase in the national 
population over what R.R. 1188 already 
has. 

In summary, Madam Chairman, we 
are going to spend $21 million more 
money to get only a small fraction of 
increase in information. Madam Chair
man, this small increase in the covered 
population would not be so troubling if 
it were not for the other requirements 
of this amendment, and this is impor
tant. This amendment would also re
quire the reporting of loss data, data 
about the race and gender of individual 
policyholders, and would permit the 
Secretary to require census tract re
porting of any insurer, anywhere, at 
any time. Are Members prepared to 
have the Government mandate on busi
nesses that they report their loss infor
mation? 

Each of these provisions has its own 
pitfalls, Madam Chairman, but all of us 
should keep in mind the simple 
thought expressed by the Congressional 
Budget Office in the Banking Commit
tee's redlining cost estimate: The more 
data that you collect, analyze, and dis
tribute to the public, the more expen
sive the program. 

It does not take a rocket scientist to 
figure out that if the Secretary has ab
solute discretion on collecting census 
tract data regardless of whether or not 
the insurer is in a designated MSA, 
must collect race and gender informa
tion on a so-called voluntary basis, and 
must collect loss data, regardless of 
the effects on the insurer's ability to 
compete, this legislation is going to 
cost more-a lot more. In fact, since 
this amendment adds most of what was 
in the Banking Committee's bill to 
R.R. 1188, the cost is going to be a lot 
closer to the Banking Committee's $38 
million CBO estimate than the $9 mil
lion estimate for R.R. 1188 as it cur
rently stands. 

While my other colleagues are going 
to discuss the intricacies of some of the 
other provisions, it is important to 
note that you are not getting much 
more for the extra cost. First, as I 
demonstrated, you really are not cov
ering that many more. people. Second, 
getting race and gender information is 
not necessary because the census de
partment already maintains that infor
mation for all geographic areas. Third, 
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census tract reporting is not necessary 
because it really will not provide much 
better data than ZIP Codes. 

I ask my colleagues to reject the 
Roybal-Allard amendment for what it 
is-a costly, ineffective series of 
changes designed to meet the desires of 
certain consumer organizations. Main
tain the low-cost effectiveness of H.R. 
1188 as it is. Vote "no" on this amend
ment. 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Madam Chairman, 
I move to strike the requisite number 
of words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise to urge my 
colleagues to support this amendment, 
which I have cosponsored with Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. KENNEDY, and Mr. 
BARRETT. 

Al though I commend my colleague 
from Illinois, Mrs. COLLINS, for the ini
tiative she has taken on insurance red
lining, the bill that was reported out of 
committee is plainly inadequate. It 
simply does not require the reporting 
of critical information that we need in 
order to tell whether or not insurance 
companies are discriminating against 
poor and minority communities. Only 
with this amendment "will we have the 
data to determine the scope and degree 
of redlining''. 

H.R. 1188 also imposes unnecessary 
burdens on small insurers, companies 
with the least impact upon the insur
ance market. Our amendment will ex
empt small insurance companies from 
any reporting requirements. 

Evidence of unfair and discrimina
tory insurance practices has been re
ported in a number of areas. In Kansas 
City and St. Louis, homeowners in poor 
and minority neighborhoods have been 
paying higher premiums for less insur
ance coverage, yet insurance compa
nies are losing less money there. In At
lanta, Chicago, Milwaukee, and Toledo, 
testers identifying themselves as resi
dents of middle-class Latino and Afri
can-American neighborhoods were ei
ther denied ipsurance outright or of
fered insurance on terms worse than 
were white phone callers. 

If my colleagues want to know 
whether these practices are going on 
across the country, and whether there 
is any justifiable explanation for them, 
then we must adopt this amendment. 
Only this amendment would accurately 
inform the public as to how many qual
ity insurance policies are going out to 
women and racial and ethnic minori
ties, and whether it is high losses that 
are scaring insurers away from lower
income and minority neighborhoods. 

First, this amendment provides for 
the collection and disclosure of data on 
race, national origin, and gender. It 
would encourage insurance applicants 
and policyholders to report this data 
on their insurance forms, and require 
that insurance companies then report 
the information to the Secretary. 

This is the same type of information 
that has been collected for years under 

the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act, 
and by Federal, State and private enti
ties. It is essential to assist HUD and 
the Justice Department in the enforce
ment of State and Federal laws prohib
iting discrimination in the provision of 
insurance. 

This amendment also requires insur
ers to disclose how much they are pay
ing out in insurance claims in each ge
ographic area. This information is crit
ical to determine whether minority 
neighborhoods are being treated fairly. 

When questions are raised as to why 
high-quality, affordable insurance poli
cies are not available in these commu
nities, some insurance companies cite 
the higher cost of doing business there. 
While that reasoning may be valid in 
some instances, for others it provides 
little explanation. As illustrated in the 
chart behind me, insurance companies 
lose more in insurance claims in low
income, white areas of St. Louis than 
they do in comparable minority neigh
borhoods. Nevertheless, it is the minor
ity community that pays more in pre
miums, and receives less in insurance 
coverage. 

Are insurance companies using objec
tive factors to decide where they write 
policies, and how much they charge for 
them-or do they instead assume that 
they will lose more money in inner
ci ty neighborhoods? With the informa
tion collected under this amendment, 
we will be able to answer that question 
once and for all. 

My cosponsors and I would also pro
vide regulatory relief to small busi
nesses. Our amendment exempts 82 per
cent of the Nation's insurance compa
nies from any reporting requirement. 
Without this amendment, the bill 
would unnecessarily require many in
surers who do not have much impact 
on the market to collect and report in
formation. With this change, the big 
insurance companies would still be 
covered. The 18 percent who are not ex
empted write 80 percent of the policies 
in this country. These companies, who 
can afford to buy armies of high-priced 
lobbyists to defeat health care reform, 
can surely afford to report on insur
ance practices which are so important 
to low-income and minority commu
nities, like those that I represent. 

The lack of adequate and affordable 
insurance has a direct and negative im
pact upon the economic viability of 
poorer, minority communities. Why is 
it that some pay more for less? Are 
there sound, objective, business-related 
reasons, or are some companies instead 
resorting to discriminatory practices? 
The public, and this body, must be able 
to answer these questions. Mr. Speak
er, with this amendment we will have 
those answers. Without it, we will be 
left guessing. I say that we do this 
right the first time. Let us adopt this 
amendment so that we adopt a genuine 
insurance redlining bill this Congress. 

D 1550 
Mr. McMILLAN. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words and I rise in opposition to the 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, I want to start by 
commending the efforts of both the En
ergy and Commerce Cammi ttee and 
Banking Committee for focusing atten
tion on the availability of insurance in 
urban America. We should all take al
legations of discrimination by insur
ance companies seriously. Redlining is 
already illegal and must not be toler
ated in any case. But after hearing the 
debate on jurisdiction, I think the pub
lic might well conclude that nobody is 
qualified to deal with the problem. 

In considering the banking amend
ment to H.R. 1188, I have a number of 
concerns about the proposed amend
ment's disclosure requirements. I think 
the requirements are unnecessarily 
broad and costly to the insurance in
dustry-and will reduce the availabil
ity and affordability of insurance in 
urban areas. 

For example, the banking amend
ment requires insurers to collect data 
on the basis of census tracts. H.R. 1188 
uses zip codes instead which are much 
more cost effective and user-friendly 
units because they are normal classi
fications that are large enough to lend 
statistical credibility to any redlining 
analysis. 

Second, the banking amendment re
quires insurers to disclose loss data. 
Loss data is not necessary to deter
mine who is served or not served in 
urban markets. It only creates expen
sive disclosures that could potentially 
reveal trade secrets concerning the 
marketing practices of insurers. 

Third, the banking amendment in
creases the number of MSA's from 25 to 
75. To require 75 areas to make these 
disclosures imposes an unfair burden 
on insurers in cities, like my own Char
lotte, where redlining was shown not to 
exist in a statewide market conduct 
study completed last year. 

These are just some of the differences 
between the Banking Cammi ttee 
amendment and H.R. 1188. While I am 
concerned that H.R. 1188 duplicates the 
antiredlining regulatory efforts of the 
States, I do think its provisions are 
more sensible and less expensive for 
the industry than are the requirements 
of the Banking Committee amendment. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
the amendment and for H.R. 1188. 

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Madam 
Chairman, I rise in support of the 
amendment. 

Madam Chairman, I have spoken be
fore on this issue but I think it is im
portant to clarify for our colleagues 
what we are talking about here and 
why the amendment that has been of
fered by myself and several others from 
the Cammi ttee on Banking, Finance 
and Urban Affairs will take this bill, 
which I think is a good bill in its in
tent, and I applaud the gentlewoman 



17224 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
from Illinois and the chairman of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
for the work that they have done on it, 
but I think we can take this good bill 
and make it an even better bill. 

The reason why I think it is impor
tant for us to do that is it is important 
for us to look at what is really going 
on in the real world here and why using 
ZIP codes alone is not enough to help 
us reach our goal, and our goal, I think 
we all agree, is to determine whether 
or not redlining exists in our Nation. 
By using the ZIP codes you are going 
to get a smaller pool than you cur
rently get, because right now we have 
no reporting requirements at all. But 
ZIP codes in and of themselves many 
times are geographically quite large 
and many times demographically quite 
diverse. 

Just as an example, let us look at To
ledo, OH, ZIP code 43606. You have sev
eral different census tracts in that one 
ZIP code. Census tract 14 has a median 
value home of $26,600. In that census 
tract, the African-American population 
is 81 percent. In sharp contrast to that 
is census tract 1301 where the median 
value of the home is $102,000 but only 1 
percent of the population is African
American. 

D 1600 
So if we are using only the ZIP code 

criteria, we are never going to see 
whether redlining exists in this ZIP 
code. So if your goal is to determine 
whether ZIP codes or whether redlining 
occurs, we have to look at data beyond 
just the 5-digit ZIP code. I think by 
going to the 9-digi t ZIP code we are 
really moving in the right direction. 
The argument we hear against that is 
it is too expensive, it adds too much 
administrative cost. I find that hard to 
believe. This is an industry that wants 
to collect actual data until the cows 
come home. It wants to collect data on 
whether you are a smoker, it wants to 
collect data on whether you are a good 
driver, it wants to collect data depend
ing on whether there is a fire depart
ment close to your home or not. The 
insurance industry is built on collect
ing data. So by asking the insurance 
companies simply to use 9-digi t ZIP 
codes, certainly not a foreign concept, 
and one that I venture to guess most if 
not all of large insurance companies 
currently use, it will not add any cost 
to the developing of this information. 

So we can get the information we 
need to determine whether redlining 
exists in this country, and we can do it 
at no additional cost to either the tax
payers or to the industry. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Madam Chair
man, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. 

Madam Chairman, the amendment 
before us would essentially make a 

flawed bill worse. The ZIP+4 or the 
census tracks, as I see them here, those 
provisions would make data collection 
more onerous. The exemptions for 
small insurers would skew the data to 
make it look like redlining is happen
ing when it really is not. And the lost 
data reporting requirement would force 
insurers to make their trade secrets 
public. 

But beyond that, I am disturbed by 
the direction that we are taking here. 
Some of my colleagues honestly be
lieve, and I believe that they honestly 
believe that property insurance under
writing is a business where rates are 
fixed, regardless of individual cir
cumstances or personal needs. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The 
process of underwriting is extremely 
client-intensive, and even to suggest 
otherwise is just a reflection of a lack 
of information on the part of that indi
vidual. 

What we are voting on is not just a 
collection of data. It is the first step 
toward Government-mandated commu
nity rating for property and casualty 
insurance, and ultimately the social
ization of the entire underwriting 
structure. 

This may sound drastic, but consider 
the history. 

The classical definition of redlining 
is a denial of insurance based solely on 
the applicant's geographical location. 
In fact, in the past some agents would 
literally place a map on the office wall 
and block off areas with a red pen de
noting areas to avoid, thus the term 
redlining. But that is not what we are 
talking about today. 

Redlining in this sense has pretty 
much been relegated to the trash bin. 
Redlining is illegal; 96 to 98112 percent-
and I have studies for anybody who 
want them-of all inner city house
holds have some form of homeowners 
insurance. 

In the 1990's what has happened is 
redlining has taken on a new defini
tion, a wholly new definition. Consider 
the explanation of Ms. · Ernestine 
Whitting of Acorn. She says, "The in
dustry practice of refusing to write 
policies, charging differential rates, of
fering substandard coverage, discourag
ing applications, or imposing differen
tial requirements as a condition of cov
erage based on the geographic location 
of a property or individual seeking cov
erage." 

Let me interpret that. Under her def
inition, if I am an insurance agent, and · 
I was one for over 30 years, and I never 
refused anybody insurance because of 
geography, if I charge a higher rate to 
an applicant because his neighbor's his
torical data points to a higher risk fac
tor, I am engaged in redlining. Or if I 
require an applicant to make improve
ments designed to increase the security 
of that home, I am engaged in redlin
ing. Or if I require an applicant to 
make improvements to remedy some 

structural flaws, maybe just some 
steps up to the house because of liabil
ity claims, I am engaged in redlining. 

Ladies and gentlemen, that is ridicu
lous. It would be great if risk did not 
change from community to commu
nity. It would definitely make it a lot 
easier, but it is just not reality. The re
ality is that every community has a 
different risk profile, and if we extend 
the definition of redlining to cover 
price differentials, we are really talk
ing about instituting community rat
ing. 

That may be great for some people in 
high risk communities whose policies 
would be subsidized, but it would mean 
higher premiums for the rest of the Na
tion. 

I would ask my colleagues how would 
their district fare if the logical conclu
sions of this legislation became a re
ality? I think the answer for most 
would be worse. 

Do not misunderstand me. I believe 
that homeowners insurance should be 
subject to fair and sound underwriting 
principles. I believe it should be avail
·able to all Americans, free from dis
criminatory practices. 

But this amendment is more about 
cross subsidization than simple fair
ness. So I would encourage my col
leagues to benefit to some extent from 
my experience of 30-plus years in the 
business, and also the comments I have 
made and please vote no on the amend
ment. 

Mr. TORRES. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today in 
strong support of the Roybal-Allard 
Velazquez-Barrett-Kennedy amend
ment to R.R. 1188, the Anti Redlining 
in Insurance Disclosure Act. This 
amendment will make a number of key 
improvements to legislation that is 
sorely needed in the battle to end in
surance discrimination. 

Unfortunately, this is not a new 
issue. The practice of refusing to sell 
insurance policies or selling inferior 
ones in minority and inner city neigh
borhoods is pervasive. Evidence col
lected over the last 25 years suggests 
that insurers are discriminating based 
on certain unwarranted factors, includ
ing race. As Representative ROYBAL
ALLARD cited, this insidious practice 
denies individuals the ability to pur
chase homes and cars and to establish 
businesses, leading to decaying minor
ity and low-income neighborhoods and 
economically deprived communities. 

Clearly, reform in this area is needed. 
However, the current version of R.R. 
1188 does not go far enough to make 
the reform effective and meaningful. 
This is not a killer amendment, far 
from it. The amendment offered by my 
colleagues will add critically impor
tant provisions that are needed to de
termine the extent of redlining. 

First, the reporting of loss data is 
necessary to verify whether higher pre
miums paid in some neighborhoods are 
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justified. Second, voluntary reporting 
by census tract or ZIP+4 allows more 
explicit differentiation of neighbor
hoods composed of disparate racial and 
income characteristics, as Chairman 
KENNEDY pointed out. Third, the ex
panded geographic scope from 25 to 75 
metropolitan statistical areas will in
crease coverage of many cities where 
insurance discrimination may be per
vasive. 

Also important is the amendmen_t's 
call for voluntary reporting of race, na
tional origin and gender. This informa
tion is essential for civil rights pur
poses. This information is regularly 
collected under a variety of other Fed
eral laws, the best known of which is 
the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act. 

I believe this compromise amend
ment will significantly strengthen the 
bill without unduly burdening the in
surance industry. The gravity of the 
redlining situation merits a reasonable 
but forceful response. That response is 
contained in the provisions of the Roy
bal-Allard Velazquez-Barrett-Kennedy 
amendment. I commend my colleagues 
on the Banking Committee under the 
leadership of Mr. KENNEDY for their vi
sion and sense of justice for consumers, 
and I urge my colleagues to support 
this important amendment. 

D 1610 

Mr. MANTON. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong op
position to the amendment. 

H.R. 1188, as reported by the Cammi t
tee on Energy and Commerce, is a care
fully crafted, fair and balanced meas
ure that mandates the collection of 
data in order to determine whether in
surance redlining exists in our Nation's 
largest cities. 

The Roybal-Allard amendment would 
dramatically expand the type and 
amount of data mandated for collec
tion, far beyond what is necessary to 
determine whether redlining exists, 
and without regard for the additional 
costs it would impose upon the indus
try and consumers. 

First, the amendment would require 
insurance companies to provide data 
for the 75 largest metropolitan areas, 
instead of the 25 required by the bill. 
The top 25 MSA's comprise more than 
58 percent of the Nation's total metro
politan population. 

An analysis of more than half of the 
Nation's urban population will be more 
than significant to determine the 
availability or insurance in major U.S. 
cities. 

Second, the amendment would re
quire companies to provide data on the 
race, ethnicity and gender of policy ap
plicants and holders. Requiring insur
ance companies to provide this data as
sumes that they collect and use this 
data for some purpose. But nothing 
could be further from the truth. Insur-

ance companies do not collect this 
data, and have no need for this data be
cause it is irrelevant to underwriting 
decisions. 

The Roybal-Allard amendment would 
require insurers to ask questions about 
race and ethnicity that they do not 
now ask, engendering hostility and 
raising suspicions without furthering 
the purpose of the underlying bill: that 
is, to determine the availability of in
surance in our Nation's cities. 

This amendment is well-intentioned, 
but it does not strengthen the bill in 
any way whatsoever, and, if adopted, 
would lead to the defeat of the meas
ure. Let us reject the amendment and 
pass the bill. 

Mr. MOORHEAD. Madam Chair
woman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words. 

Madam Chairwoman, in looking at 
the effectiveness of the two proposals, 
the proposal in this legislation would 
require reporting from the largest 25 
MSA's in the country. When you add an 
additional 50 MSA's, you only add 
about 18 percent of the Nation's popu
lation to that. 

Under this bill, the largest MSA's 
that are required to report in~lude al
most all insurers. The amendment, 
however, would exempt nondesignated 
insurers which represent approxi
mately 20 percent of the premium vol
ume, bringing them down to 51.2 per
cent of the population that would be 
covered. This is only about 5 percent 
more than the original bill. 

But there is a serious problem under 
this amendment because it exempts an 
entire category of insurers. This not 
only changes the total composition of 
the report but, more importantly, it 
also seriously undermines the accuracy 
of the report. Many of these insurers 
are niche marketers who work specifi
cally with groups that may have had 
difficulty in obtaining insurance. With
out the data collected from nondes
ignated insurers, the number of indi
viduals insured in certain areas could 
look abnormally low; by comparison, 
one bill's provisions already assure 
that number will not be abnormally 
low. 

I think it is important that we get a 
report from almost all insurers so that 
we know exactly how many people are 
able to get insurance when they apply 
for it. 

The new proposal is not sound be
cause the accuracy of the resulting re
port will suffer. 

Mr. FARR of California. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise today to ex
press my strong support for this 
amendment. 

As it currently stands, H.R. 1188 
lacks crucial provisions needed to de
termine the extent of redlining in the 
insurance industry. 

Insurance industry discrimination is 
a profound problem that Congress can 
no longer overlook. 

Residents of neighborhoods afflicted 
by redlining need Congress for relief. 

Without affordable insurance people 
cannot buy a house, start a small busi
ness or drive their own car. 

Without affordable insurance, revi
talization of our cities will be seriously 
thwarted. 

Without this amendment, many mi
nority homeowners will either do with
out insurance or continue to pay in
flated premiums. 

We need basic information to deter
mine insurance company practices and 
to ascertain the breadth of redlining. 

This amendment will provide us with 
the necessary information by requiring 
adequate reporting. 

Federal disclosure of information in 
the areas where insurance policies are 
written will help to combat discrimina
tion, just as the Home Mortgage Dis
closure Act helped reduce redlining and 
other discriminatory practices in the 
mortgage lending industry. 

As with the Home Mortgage Disclo
sure Act this amendment will provide 
the option of voluntary reporting of 
race, gender and national origin, and of 
data by census tract. 

It is in everyone's interest, from the 
poorest to the most affluent, to quick
ly end any vestiges of discrimination. 

In my district, the local chapter of 
ACORN did a test. 

The result showed that over half the 
callers from minority households, 
mostly Latino callers, were refused 
quotes over the phone, while no callers 
from the white areas were refused 
quotes; callers from minority neighbor
hoods were consistently offered quotes 
that were two to three times higher 
than callers from white areas; callers 
from minority areas were subjected to 
more stringent requirements than call
ers from other areas, such as onsite in
spections and credit checks; and callers 
from minority areas had great dif
ficulty getting coverage for theft. 

ACORN members say they routinely 
experience significant difficulty get
ting insurance, and are subject to arbi
trary cancellation and nonrenewal of 
insurance policies. 

All members complain about paying 
exorbitant rates for coverage and about 
credit checks. 

Several members have had their 
mortgage processing delayed because 
they could not get homeowners insur
ance coverage. 

One member could not get coverage 
in time to close on a house, and there
by lost a mortgage. 

We must not shrink from our duty to 
protect those whose voice is weak. 

That is our collective responsibility. 
I urge my colleagues to vote "yes" 

on this amendment. 
Ms. LAMBERT. Madam Chairman, I 

move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Ch::tirman, I rise in opposi
tion to the Roybal-Allard amendment 
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and encourage my colleagues to vote in 
opposition to it. 

I would first like to thank my col
league, the gentlewoman from Illinois 
[Mrs. COLLINS], the chairwoman of the 
subcommittee, for her hard work and 
initiative on this very, very serious 
and important issue. 

I think she has taken a great deal of 
time and energy, worked hard to bring 
to the floor a bill that will do a tre
mendous amount in decreasing preju
dice and bringing available insurance 
to all people. 

One of the issues about the amend
ment here is the fact that it is a costly 
amendment; the amendment would 
greatly increase the burdens of insur
ance data collection by increasing the 
number of metropolitan areas and re
quiring loss data reporting, census 
tract reporting. I think we can find ba
sically that the census tracts are not 
consistent with the ZIP Code tracking. 

We have seen some of that in our eco
nomic zones and empowerment zone 
proposals that we have been working 
with in our districts. 

The amendment massively expands 
potential reporting requirements by 
giving the Secretary power to require 
census tract reporting by any insurers 
anywhere in the United States no mat
ter how small the insurer and regard
less of whether the insurer operates in 
a designated MSA. 

The amendment basically or signifi
cantly weakens the bill. By exempting 
certain insurers from any reporting 
under the bill, the amendment means 
the collected data will fail to include 
information on about 20 percent . of the 
policies in the metropolitan area. 

D 1620 
This seriously lowers the quality of 

the data. We obviously have a great 
deal of current laws and regulations 
that are complicated. The gentle
woman from Illinois [Mrs. COLLINS] has 
done a great job in bringing forth a bill 
that minimizes that complication but 
provides the adequate and necessary 
protection in this industry. 

The amendment destroys the balance 
in the bill, possibly destroying the con
sensus necessary for passage and enact
ment. 

I encourage my colleagues to defeat 
the amendment. 

Mr. ORTON. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word and reluc
tantly rise to state my opposition to 
the Roybal-Allard amendment to the 
insurance bill, H.R. 1188. I appreciate 
the concerns of the authors of this leg
islation, which is to try to determine 
whether redlining occurs in conjunc
tion with homeowner and casualty in
surance. I commend the efforts of the 
gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS] and also the authors of this 
amendment. I believe we all share the 
goals of preventing improper discrimi
nation in insurance access. I respect 

my colleagues on the House Committee 
on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs 
who are offering this amendment, spon
sored by Representative ROYBAL-AL
LARD. However, I am very concerned 
about the breadth of the provisions in 
this amendment. 

I would like to briefly state my con
cerns and reasons for opposing this 
amendment. First, the amendment 
would require the insurers to disclose 
data on their losses. This provision 
raises very serious questions in my 
mind about the confidentiality of this 
information and that it could in fact be 
used detrimentally by insurance com
petitors. I frankly fail to see any value 
of this information being reported 
under this bill. In my opinion, the only 
plausible use of this information would 
be on the part of the insurance compa
nies to defend themselves against other 
information which might indicate dis
crimination. 

It seems to me that if the insurers 
want to collect this information volun
tarily for this purpose, that should be 
their choice, but not necessarily a re
quirement. 

Second, the amendment would ex
pand the number of MSA's from 25 to 
75. I believe this is unnecessary to meet 
the goal of determining whether and to 
what extent redlining actually exists; 
25 MSA's identified in the bill would 
cover actually 60 percent of the metro
politan areas of the United States. This 
is a broad enough sample to make this 
de termination. 

Third, the amendment would require 
insurers to collect and report inf orma
tion about race. This could raise more 
questions about, and provide more op
portunity for, discrimination that it 
could ever resolve. 

Finally, the amendment expands re
porting from a zip code to a census 
tract basis. I understand there are rea
sonable arguments on both sides of this 
issue as well. However, it is my belief 
that the very substantial added burden 
of this requirement is not offset by the 
potential increased value of this infor
mation. 

I believe that the bill before us is a 
good bill. I believe that it will in fact 
move us toward determining whether 
such redlining exists, to what extent it 
exists, and help to eliminate such red
lining. 

Again, I commend the work of both 
the committees. I serve on the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs; we have taken up legislation. I 
support the bill but oppose this amend
ment, and I would therefore urge defeat 
of the Roybal-Allard amendment but 
urge passage of the final bill. 

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise this after
noon to speak in support of the Roybal
Allard Velazquez amendment. Let me 
begin, however, by commending the 

gentlewoman from Illinois [Mrs. COL
LINS] for her long and outstanding 
work in bringing this bill to the floor. 
It is a meritorious bill, but I support 
the amendment because I believe it is 
essential to make this a better bill. 

The problem of redlining goes right 
to the heart of the American dream, 
the right to own a home, to pay fair 
rates for insurance, to be able to enjoy 
the same things that people of all other 
races enjoy. The evidence, however, has 
documented very clearly that we have 
a problem of discrimination with re
gard to insurance rate-setting. 

Let me suggest a study from the Mis
souri department of insurance, which 
found that Kansas City homeowners in 
four minority communities paid $6.32 
per thousand versus those in low-in
come white communities who paid only 
$5.45 per thousand. 

The loss ratio or amount of premium 
dollars paid out in claims, however was 
lower, in fact, in the minority commu
nities, at 60 percent as opposed to the 
higher loss ratios in the white commu
nities at 84 percent. 

Thus, we see that there is a signifi
cant disparity in the rates paid in mi
nority communities compared as with 
nonminori ty comm uni ties. 

Now, why is this a good amendment? 
Why does this amendment address 
these concerns? Because, notably this 
amendment requires the collection of 
loss data. I heard a gentleman from the 
other side say, "What does loss data 
have to do with rate-setting?" The fact 
is he also said that what we really look 
at is risk. Well, risk is determined 
based upon loss experience. 

So if the insurance companies are 
going to suggest that these disparities 
that we see between blacks and other 
minorities and nonminori ties are based 
on risk for justifiable reasons, then 
they ought to be willing to disclose 
their loss experience, what in fact has 
been the case. They are unwilling to do 
that. 

I think it is very significant that in 
this amendment, by requiring the col
lection of loss data, we are able to de
termine if in fact the insurance com
pany explanations are legitimate or 
whether in fact they are discriminating 
based upon race. Because this measure 
is so significant, we cannot say that we 
are serious about dealing with redlin
ing if we refuse to collect the loss data 
that is so essential in determining 
whether or not there are these dispari
ties. 

The amendment is good for another 
reason. It expands the number of 
MSA's that are included in the bill. 
Under the current language, only 25 
MSA's are included. Under the amend
ment, 75 MSA's are included. 

Can you imagine that you would 
have a national study that did not in
clude Toledo, Louisville, Birmingham, 
New Orleans, San Antonio, Memphis, 
or Little Rock? It would not be much 
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of a study. In fact, the opponents of 
this amendment would have it both 
ways. They say, "Your amendment is 
not right because it only gets 80 per
cent of the premiums." 

Yet they would only use 25 of the 
MSA's in this country. I do not believe 
that that is an accurate analysis. 

It seems to me the amendment 
makes good sense because it collects 
essential data to determine whether 
there are legitimate reasons for the 
disparities and it conducts a study of 
sufficient breadth so that many com
munities that are potentially adversely 
affected by discrimination can be ex
amined. 

Madam Chairman, I urge adoption of 
the amendment. 

Mr. GREENWOOD. Madam Chair
woman, I move to strike the requisite 
number of words, and I rise in opposi
tion to the amendment. In order to un
derstand why there is so much biparti
san opposition to this amendment, I 
think it is important to understand 
what this bill was designed to do in the 
first place and what it was not de
signed it do. 

What it was not designed to do is to 
create a perpetual program to regulate 
the sale of insurance in the United 
States. What it is intended to do is to 
collect enough data to understand the 
problem, to analyze the problem, and 
then do something about it probably, 
with further legislation. 

What the bill does is collect the data 
that has been described on page 8. It di
rects the Secretary to conduct a study 
regarding the availability of commer
cial insurance. On page 9, it sets up a 
pilot project for data collection in the 
five largest SMA's. On page 12, it goes 
into an analysis of that data. We col
lect enough data from half the country 
to understand and analyze what the 
pro bl em is. On page 20, there is the cre
ation of a task force on agency ap
pointments, to review the problems 
that inner city and minority agents 
may have in receiving appointments to 
represent property and casualty insur
ance companies. So that is accom
plished. 

Then on page 25, the bill sunsets 
after 5 years. We have collected the in
formation, analyzed it, created our 
task forces, and the bill sunsets. 

Then finally on page 28, there is a 
study of insurer actions. What can we 
do about this problem? 

The Secretary shall conduct a study of var
ious practices, actions, programs, methods 
undertaken by insurers to meet the property 
and casualty insurance needs of low- and 
moderate-income neighborhoods. 

Then there is a report back to the 
Energy and Commerce Committee so 
that we can decide if there is need for 
further legislation. 

That is what the bill is intended to 
do, to collect data, analyze it, study it, 
create task forces, and then go forward 
with solutions. We do not need to col-

lect more data from more SMA's all 
over the country in order to do the 
analysis and the study this bill calls 
for. 
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because it simply creates more burden
some requirements for collecting data 
that is unnecessary for a statistically 
accurate analysis of whether or not, 
and to what extent, there is a problem 
with redlining in this country. It adds 
nothing which would lead us to a solu
tion of the problem. 

For that reason and for others, 
Madam Chairwoman, I oppose the 
amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam chairman, the issue here is 
very simply whether or not we want 
window dressing, redlining legislation, 
or whether or not we want real redlin
ing legislation. If we want to find out 
what is going on in our country, we 
have got to ask the questions that can 
only be answered by the facts. If we 
want to get broad generalizations 
about whether or not insurance compa
nies are writing information in some 
large geographic area, as large as a ZIP 
Code that would include inner city 
areas as well as wealthy suburbs, than 
certainly we can endorse the version of 
the legislation that is before the Com
mittee on Energy and Commerce. But 
if we are truly interested in finding out 
what is going on in our country, we 
have to have more detailed informa
tion. It is more detailed; that is what 
our purposes are. 

The fact is that, if it is still unclear, 
as I have heard a number of people say 
over the course of the last hour or so, 
that racial discrimination in writing of 
insurance policies exists, let me re
mind people of some of the testimony 
given before our committee. The Cali
fornia insurance group gave us maps 
which were given to agents which cov
ered in yellow ink the Afro-American, 
Hispanic, and gay neighborhoods of 
San Francisco. The company deemed 
those areas off limits for the purposes 
of writing policies. California's insur
ance commissioner, John Garamendi, 
sued the company for unlawful dis
crimination, and ultimately he reached 
a $500,000 settlement and won a com
mitment from the company to increase 
its business in minority and gay com
munities by $3 to $4 million over the 
next few years. 

In Wisconsin, where the subcommit
tee held a hearing earlier this year, the 
NAACP recently filed a suit against 
the American Insurance Co., the Amer
ican Family Insurance Co., that State's 
largest underwriters for homeowners 
insurance, for redlining minority areas 
in Milwaukee. One of the company's 
sales managers was caught on tape 
making the following statement, and I 
quote: 

Very honestly, I think you write too many 
blacks * * * you gotta sell good, premium
paying white people * * * very honestly, 
black people will buy anything that looks 
good right now * * * But when it comes to 
pay for it next time* * *You're not going to 
get your money out of them. * * * The only 
way you're going to correct your [perform
ance] is get away from the blacks. 

The agent who was the focus of those 
comments was subsequently fired. 

In Brooklyn, we had an agent that 
gave testimony before our committee 
in which he used words that I will not 
repeat on this House floor to describe 
the attitude toward his parent com
pany toward the Afro-American com
munity. 

Now the fact of the matter is this is 
anecdotal information. We have heard 
from a number of State commissioners 
that they need to have this detailed in
formation. I have heard on the floor 
that the NAACP supports the underly
ing bill. It is not true. The NAACP has 
sent out a letter today that says that 
the legislation needs to have the provi
sions that are contained in the Roybal
Allard Velazquez amendment in order 
to receive its support. 

Now, if we are serious about getting 
information about whether or not this 
kind of racial discrimination takes 
place, we are not in favor of overbur
dening the insurance industry, this is 
not going to cost the insurance indus
try a lot of money. It is going to take 
a computer programmer all the time it 
takes to punch a button to have the in
formation kicked out by ZIP Code and 
plus four or census track versus the 
current Zip Code. Many of the insur
ance companies already use ZIP Code 
plus four in order to categorize their 
information. It is not excessively bur
densome. 

Finally, I would say to not even ask 
the question whether or not we are 
going to contain information regarding 
race and gender is unbelievable to me 
in a bill that is supposed to be designed 
to extract information about whether 
or not racial discrimination takes 
place. How can we not ask race and 
gender questions and expect to get in
formation on whether or not racial dis
crimination takes place? This is plain 
and simple whether or not certainly we 
can get a lot of votes for bills that do 
nothing. But if the country is deter
mined to get to whether or not there is 
discrimination, we need to have the 
specific information as to whether or 
not that kind of discrimination exists. 
The Roybal-Allard Velazquez · amend
ment will get us that information. 

Madam Chairman, I urge the Mem
bers of this House to vote in support of 
the Velazquez Roybal-Allard amend
ment and find out whether or not dis
crimination takes place in the insur
ance industry. 

Mr. BACHUS of Alabama. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 
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Madam Chairman, I rise in opposi

tion to the amendment, and I do so re
luctantly in saying that I am a mem
ber of the Subcommittee on Consumer 
Credit and Insurance chaired by the 
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr. 
KENNEDY] , and I know that his inten
tions are honorable and that this bill , 
along with his amendment, attempts to 
determine if there is racial discrimina
tion, something that we all oppose, I 
would hope, and something that we 
would all like this legislation to ad
dress this issue, and in fact I think the 
legislation before us; he spoke of San . 
Francisco and Milwaukee, and I would 
point out to the Members that the leg
islation in its present form will address 
both of those concerns. 

Now I wanted to compliment the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY] because I know that he and I 
share a concern, and that is a concern 
for the small regional carriers. From 
time to time these small, sometimes 
family business, sometimes minority 
owned, small regional carriers, are hav
ing to go out of business. Many of them 
are threatened today, and, as each one 
goes out of business, it has a tremen
dous impact in their home town, their 
home town insurance company. Some 
of them have been there over 100 years, 
and many of them, with each one going 
out of business, it means more market 
share concentrated in only a few large 
national concerns. And I think the gen
tleman from Massachusetts [Mr. KEN
NEDY], because of his concern for small 
regional insurance companies, he ex
empts them from many of the report
ing requirements in this bill, and I 
think his intention is to see that we do 
not place any more undue regulations 
on those small insurance companies, 
and we do not force them out of busi
ness, and many of them, as I said, mi
nority insurance companies and re
gional carriers. 

But at the same time this amend
ment has an unintentional result, and 
this is something that we all want to 
guard against. We have an intention to 
accomplish a purpose, but in fact we 
end up with something quite different, 
and one reason I oppose this amend
ment is I believe it will have a det
rimental effect on our small regional 
insurance companies. 

Now why do I say that? Because when 
we expand from 25 to 75 metropolitan 
areas, we are catching in this regu
latory net many of those small re
gional companies, and my home town 
will do that. We will catch insurance 
companies in that net, and we are 
going to have insurance companies, be
cause they are not-they are major fac
tors in a small market, and I say, when 
you expand to some of those smaller 
cities, you are going to catch those in
surance companies, and that's a con
cern of mine. I know that there is what 
you have argued is a benefit. But I 
would point that out, and I would point 

our particularly, and as you said in all 
truth, the gentleman from Massachu
setts, several insurance companies 
today are reporting by nine-numbered 
ZIP Codes, and they are already doing 
that. 
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They are already doing that. But I 
would remind Members that some of 
the small regional carriers are not. 
Those are the very people that are not 
reporting and do not have that data 
and are going to have to go to great ex
pense. Quite frankly , to some of these 
small regional carriers, they are im
portant to that hometown economy in 
that smaller city. But it is going to be 
a tremendous cost to them. 

The gentleman from North Carolina I 
think has pointed out other problems 
that we have when we go to a nine 
digit number and census track. But an
other problem is you are going to have 
some small regional carriers that are 
going to have to go through and make 
a very expensive process to comply 
with this. And in these two ways, unin
tended as they are , I think this is an 
unfriendly amendment to small re
gional insurance carriers in this coun
try. 

I say unintended. I have heard the 
gentleman say many times that he is 
concerned about this trend toward con
centration of market share and only a 
few insurers. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen
tleman from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] be 
allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes, so that I might enter into a 
dialog regarding some of the facts just 
mentioned. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Alabama [Mr. BACHUS] seek addi
tional time? 

Mr. BACHUS. I do not require addi
tional time, Madam Chairman. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be al
lowed to proceed for 2 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I object. 

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard. 
Mr. WATT. Madam Chairman, I move 

to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WATT. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
wanted to deal with some of the factual 
inaccuracies just mentioned. The fact 
of the matter is under the amendment 
before us, 82 percent of the insurance 
companies in this country are going to 
be exempted. Eighty-two percent will 
be exempted. What we are talking 
about are the small insurance compa
nies. The big insurance companies are 

going to have to report it. As the gen
tleman himself pointed out, the major 
insurance companies in the United 
States in most cases are already going 
to ZIP Code plus 4. For any of the 
smaller companies that are included, 
we have offered under the Kanjorski 
amendment in the committee to pay 
for it. 

Most of the insurance companies will 
have to pay something in the order of 
$200 for the software to get this con
verted, the current data they collect, 
to ZIP Code plus 4 or census track. The 
cost argument is completely specious. 
The fundamental fact is even for the 
largest companies in the United States, 
the estimate that we have been given 
in our committee is that a cost of 
under $3,000 would meet the total ex
penses they will incur under this bill. 
So I just do not believe that the cost 
argument holds any water with regard 
to the information that is going to be 
required under the amendment. 

Mr. WATT. Madam Chairman, re
claiming my time, there are some of us 
in this body who do not need the statis
tical information, who already know 
that redlining exists. I think if you 
stop the regular guy on the street and 
ask him is there redlining taking place 
in this country, 80 to 90 percent of the 
people would tell you yes. 

We started out hoping we would have 
a bill which addressed redlining. We 
were told, no, you cannot do that, be
cause you need the statistical basis to 
document that redlining exists. 

This amendment gives us the frame
work to do that. I want to address two 
parts of it. 

One would require that the informa
tion that is collected be collected on 
the basis of race and gender. I do not 
know how you can document racial 
redlining in this country without hav
ing race data in the base. 

The second part of the amendment 
that I want to address is this five-digit 
or nine-digit ZIP Code or census track 
issue. All of us know that five-digit 
ZIP Codes, as opposed to census tracks, 
cover high income areas, low income 
areas, black areas, white areas. And 
without this kind of information on a 
census track basis, how are we going to 
develop the statistical backdrop for ad
dressing the redlining which we are 
told does not exist? 

If the insurance companies insist 
that redlining does not exist, it would 
seem to me they would want us to have 
this information to document that 
fact. But if we are going to collect this 
information for the purpose of address
ing or determining whether we need to 
address the problem, at least we ought 
to have the information that is nec
essary to document that redlining is 
going on in this country. And without 
race information, we cannot do that. I 
would submit to you without doing it 
on the census track basis, we cannot do 
it. 
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Madam Chairman, I would strongly 
encourage my colleagues to make this 
bill have some meaning in terms of its 
ultimate outcome, in terms of collect
ing the data that is necessary to docu
ment that redlining either does or does 
not exist in this country, by given the 
proper information. We cannot docu
ment it without race, sex, and we can
not document it without census. And 
those who would have it otherwise, I 
would submit, do not really want it to 
be documented in the first place. 

Ms. WATERS. Madam Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in support of 
the Roybal-Allard Velazquez-Kennedy 
amendment to strengthen H.R. 1188. I 
am from Los Angeles, and we have been 
wrestling with this issue for many, 
many years. I live in a redlined com
munity. It is very difficult to turn our 
comm uni ties around and to do eco
nomic development and to have home 
ownership when we are attacked from 
every direction. It is very difficult for 
people to be able to pull themselves out 
of this despair and hopelessness, when 
in fact we cannot get the insurance we 
need, whether we are talking about 
home mortgages, automobile insur
ance, ·business loans. We are redlined. 
We are excluded. We cannot get the in
surance, and we are simply trying to 
get the data to prove what is going on 
in these communities, in the commu
nity that I live in and communities 
such as mine across this country. 

Why would anyone want to protest 
against getting this information? I 
truly do not understand. We have ex
empted all of the small business be
cause an argument was made that 
somehow this would be burdensome, 
this would be costly. So they have been 
exempted. 

Now what is the argument? We know 
it is not costly to get the information. 
The gentleman from Massachusetts 
[Mr. KENNEDY] and others have talked 
about how they can access this infor
mation through sophisticated comput
erization. So I do not know what this 
defense is that is being mounted. 

We simply need data. I would ask my 
colleagues to vote on the side of the 
consumer, to support consumers in this 
Congress. Help us to remove the bar
riers that exist in these communities 
such as mine, so that we can get the in
surance that is needed to help move us 
forward and help us to be in this main
stream and have a decent quality of 
life. 

Madam Chairman, I would simply 
ask us to get off the side of the big in
surance companies and take a chance. 
Take a chance. They cannot do any
thing to you. If you vote to support 
this amendment, your constituents 
will love you for this, whether it is in 
my community or other like commu
nities where they desperately need to 
be protected. 

Mr. SERRANO. Madam Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the strengthening amend
ment offered by Representatives ROYBAL-AL
LARD, VEWQUEZ, and KENNEDY to the Anti 
Redlining in Insurance Disclosure Act. 

As an early cosponsor of this legislation, I 
have long recognized the need for legislation 
to prevent the all-too-frequent, illegal, race
based discriminatory practices of some insur
ance companies. 

Since H.R. 1188 was introduced on March 
3 of last year, there has been a spate of 
cases around the country-in Missouri, Texas, 
New York, California, and Washington, among 
many others-in which insurers have been im
plicated in charging high premiums or denying 
policies to customers not on the basis of valid 
assessments of the individual's risk, but on the 
basis of his or her neighborhood, race, or in
come. 

Opponents of anti redlining efforts may be 
inclined to note that an implication of illegal 
activity is not a determination of guilt, and that 
few of the redlining suits raised against insur
ers have resulted in convictions. 

Far from a defense of the practices of some 
insurers, this reality constitutes the most pow
erful argument for a strong Anti Redlining in 
Insurance Disclosure Act. 

The fact of the matter is that while available 
data is in many instances very highly sugges
tive of discriminatory practices, the loss data 
that this amendment would require, and the 
race, national origin, and gender reporting that 
it would call upon insurers to provide, are es
sential components of a national searchlight to 
clearly expose-and, hopefully, deter-dis
criminatory practices in the insurance industry. 

Madam Chairman, over the last several dec
ades our Nation has made great strides in 
erecting a legal system that outlaws the denial 
of the civil rights of the American people. Most 
unfortunately, however, although they are less 
visible now than in the days of Jim Crow, vio
lations of civil rights continue. 

As Members of Congress it is our duty to 
enact such laws as are necessary to eradicate 
these violations and establish a just society. I 
call upon my colleagues to help pass this im
portant amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gentle
woman from California Ms. ROYBAL
ALLARD. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Madam 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 97, noes 333, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Berman 

[Roll No. 338) 
AYES-97 

Blackwell 
Bon tor 
Brown (FL) 
Cardin 
Carr 
Clayton 
Clyburn 

Colllns (Ml) 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
DeFazio 
Dellwns 
Diaz-Balart 

Dixon 
Edwards <CA) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fazio 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Flake 
Foglietta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Furse 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutterrez 
Hamburg 
Hinchey · 
Jacobs 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Kopetskl 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barela 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bereuter 
Bevm 
Bil bray 
B111rak1s 
Bishop 
Bllley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bon1lla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Brooks 
Browder 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clay 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Costello 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 

LaFalce 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Martinez 
Matsui 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 

·Meehan 
Menendez 
Mfwne 
M1ller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Moakley 
Nadler 
Norton (DC) 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 

NOES-333 
Darden 
Deal 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dicks 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fields (TX) 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Gallegly 
GeJdenson 
Gekas 
Gephardt 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 
G1llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Good latte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Herger 
H1111ard 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
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Rose 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schwner 
Serrano 
Shepherd 
Stark 
Swett 
Synar 
Torres 
Torr1cell1 
Traflcant 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Ing Us 
Inhofe 
Inslee 
Istook 
Jefferson 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
KanJorskt 
Kaptur 
Kastch 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis <FL) 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
L'.!cas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolies-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Mazzoli 
McCandless 
Mccloskey 
McCollwn 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mclnnls 
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McKean Quinn Spence 
McMillan Rahall Spratt 
McNulty Ramstad Stearns 
Meek Rangel Stenholm 
Meyers Ravenel Stokes 
Mica Reed Strickland 
Michel Regula Studds 
Miller (FL) Reynolds Stump 
Minge Richardson Stupak 
Molinari Ridge Sundquist 
Mollohan Roberts Swift 
Montgomery Roemer Talent 
Moorhead Rogers Tanner 
Moran Rohrabacher Tauzin 
Morella Rostenkowski Taylor (MS) 
Murphy Roth Taylor (NC) 
Murtha Roukema Tejeda 
Myers Rowland Thomas (CA) 
Neal (MA) Royce Thomas(WY) 
Neal (NC) Sangmeister Thompson 
Nuss le Santorum Thornton 
Obersta.r Sarpalius Thurman 
Obey Saxton Torkildsen 
Ortiz Schaefer Towns 
Orton Schenk Tucker 
Oxley Schiff Upton 
Packard Scott Valentine 
Pallone Sensenbrenner Visclosky 
Parker Sharp Volkmer 
Paxon Shaw Vucanovich 
Payne (VA) Shays Walker 
Penny Shuster Walsh 
Peterson (FL) Sisisky Weldon 
Peterson (MN) Skaggs Wheat 
Petri Skeen Williams 
Pickett Skelton Wilson 
Pickle Slattery Wise 
Pombo Slaughter Wolf 
Pomeroy Smith (IA) Wyden 
Porter Smith (MI) Young (AK) 
Portman Smith (NJ) Young (FL) 
Po shard Smith (OR) Zeliff 
Price (NC) Smith (TX) Zimmer 
Pryce (OH) Snowe 
Quillen Solomon 

NOT VOTING-9 

Bentley Gallo Washington 
Faleomavaega Mccurdy Whitten 

(AS) Ros-Lehtinen 
Frost Underwood (GU) 
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Ms. SLAUGHTER and Messrs. RAN
GEL, HILLIARD, PORTMAN, ROS
TENKOWSKI, and NEAL of Massachu
setts changed their vote from "aye" to 
"no." 

Mr. ROSE and Mr. PAYNE of New 
Jersey changed their vote from "no" to 
"aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. FIELDS OF 

LOUISIANA 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, I offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. FIELDS of Lou

isiana: Page 3, line 10, strike "and" and in
sert a comma. 

Page 3, line 13, strike "and" and insert "an 
explanation of each of the reasons for which 
exposure units were canceled or not renewed 
by such insurer, and the total exposure units 
canceled and not renewed for each such rea
son,". 

Page 3, line 23, strike the period and insert 
",and". 

Page 3, after line 23, insert the following 
new clause: 

(111) the total number of written applica
tions or written requests to issue an insur
ance policy submitted to such insurer (or 
any agent or broker of the insurer) that were 
declined, an explanation of each of the rea
sons for which such applications or requests 

were declined, and the total number of dec
linations for each such reason. 

Page 24, line 16, after "insurance policies" 
insert '' , exposure uni ts cancelled or not re
newed, and written applications or requests 
to issue and insurance policy declined.". 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana (during the 
reading). Madam Chairman, I ask 
unanimous consent that the amend
ment be considered as read and printed 
in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. I yield to 

the gentlewoman from Illinois. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 

Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 
that debate on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto be limited to 20 
minutes, to be followed immediately 
by a vote on this amendment and all 
amendments thereto. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentlewoman 
from Illinois. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 

Chairman, I thank the gentlewoman 
from Illinois for working so hard to 
bring a hill of this nature to the floor, 
but we must be mindful of the fact that 
we can always make legislation better. 
This amendment certainly reaches the 
core of the redlining problem we have 
in this country. 

Madam Chairman, this amendment 
provides for something very basic, that 
is, consumer protection. 

. Madam Chairman, whenever we deal 
with the issue of redlining, it is a nasty 
and somewhat unconscionable event to 
deal with in the first place, because it 
is already illegal. This amendment gets 
at the core of redlining in our country. 
It is a consumer information, right-to
know amendment. 

This amendment is very simple. It 
provides that whenever a person is de
nied insurance, then that information 
ought to be given to the Secretary of 
Commerce. 
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That is very basic. 
We have people all across this coun

try-there are 46 States in this country 
that do not have any requirement 
whatsoever when a person is denied in
surance. 

First of all, in order to drive an auto
mobile in this country many States re
quire that you have automobile insur
ance. In order to buy a house for a first 
time homeowner you have to have 
mortgage insurance before you can get 
the mortgage for that particular home. 

The problem we have in this country 
is we have so many people who are 
being denied insurance and for no le
gitimate reason whatsoever. So if we 
are going to address the redlining prob
lem in this country, we must adopt 
this amendment. 

This amendment is very simple. 
When a person applies in writing for in
surance, be it automobile insurance or 
be it mortgage insurance, then that 
company who denies that individual in
surance must report that information 
to the Secretary of Commerce. There is 
nothing wrong with that. That is very 
basic. Anybody who is denied insurance 
in this country ought to know why 
they are being denied. How can you 
correct a problem if you do not know 
the problem exists in the first place? 
One cannot correct a problem, Madam 
Chairman, if they do not know the 
problem exists. 

For example, Madam Chairman, this 
is a very serious problem that we have 
in this country. We have people who go 
to the bank to get a loan to buy their 
first home and they cannot buy be
cause they cannot get insurance. 
Banks will not give them money unless 
they have insurance. What do they do? 
They go to the insurance company and 
they say please give me insurance, and 
they deny them; they do not have to 
give them any reason whatsoever for 
that denial, and they have no govern
ment protection. 

This amendment goes to the core of 
the problem in terms of redlining. This 
amendment says when you deny a per
son insurance in this country you 
ought to give a reason why, and these 
reasons ought to be legitimate, because 
they have to be reported to the Sec
retary of Commerce. 

What is wrong with that, Madam 
Chairman? Many will lead Members to 
believe that there is some cost factor 
involved in this amendment, that it is 
going to cost the industry millions 
upon millions of dollars. Let me say if 
an insurance company denies or choos
es not to renew a person's insurance 
policy, I would hope that they send 
them a communication through the 
mail in the first place. If you are not 
going to have your insurance policy re
newed, then it is just decency, and as 
matter of fact in many States it is the 
law to send the individual a letter de
nying him renewal. So what additional 
costs will it cost the insurance compa
nies? 

Madam Chairman, all we are simply 
going to say is when they deny a per
son insurance, when they send that let
ter of denial or refuse to renew, then 
they must also include in that letter 
the reasons why they have denied that 
person insurance once they file that in
formation with the Federal Govern
ment. It is a very simple matter. I cer
tainly ask all of my colleagues to vote 
for this amendment. It is so simple. If 
Members are for an individual receiv
ing a reason why he or she is denied in
surance, then vote for this amendment. 
If they feel that a consumer in this 
country has no right whatsoever to re
ceive the reason why he or she is de
nied insurance, then vote against the 
amendment. 
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Madam Chairman, that is the amend

ment. It is as simple as that. It does 
not ask for any additional burden on 
insurance companies. It is already ille
gal to redline in this country. In order 
for us to find out how insurance com
panies are redlining, and if they are in 
fact redlining in this country, we are 
going to have to have these vital sta
tistics; we are going to have to have 
this information. How can we even 
have the thought of passing an insur
ance redlining bill in this Congress and 
not have an amendment in the legisla
tion that provides that an insurance 
company ought to give the reason why 
the individual was denied? That is no 
more than right. That is no more than 
fair. Even a child, Madam Chairman, 
when you have a child, a good parent 
will not tell a child not to touch a hot 
stove and not tell them why they ought 
not touch the hot stove, because the 
minute you walk out of the room that 
child is probably going to touch the 
stove. You say, "Child, do not touch 
the stove because it is hot and you can 
get burned." 

Now we have insurance companies 
saying you cannot get insurance and 
we are not going to tell you why. 

Mr. STEARNS. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the amendment. 

Madam Chairman, let me say that we 
have just this afternoon had two 
amendments to H.R. 1188 and they were 
defeated overwhelmingly. We now have 
a third amendment on the House floor, 
and all it does basically is add more pa
perwork, extra costs, and more bu
reaucracy. 

I think the House has spoken, Madam 
Chairman, pretty clearly on the other 
two amendments, I say to my col
leagues we have already spoken on 
this. All this amendment does is go 
ahead and ask for more information 
when the basic bill, H.R. 1188, already 
provides the necessary information to 
determine the extent of redlining, for 
declination, which is what the gen
tleman has asked for. So we already 
have existing in the bill the informa
tion that is necessary, and there is no 
need for additional reporting. 

The CBO, as I mentioned earlier, 
noted in their cost estimates of the 
Committee on Banking, Finance, and 
Urban Affairs that the more data you 
collect and analyze and make available 
to the public, the higher the cost to the 
Federal Government. I think we have 
here a bill that has bipartisan support. 
When we talk about consumer protec
tion, I think the chairwoman of the 
Subcommittee on Energy and Com
merce has done an extraordinary job in 
all of her efforts here in Congress to 
protect consumers, and she is fully sup
portive of this bill. So I would say to 
my colleagues, with her background of 
consumer protection and what we have 
seen in the prior votes here, we do not 
need to add any more reporting to H.R. 
1188. So I call on the Members to vote 
"no." 

Mr. POMEROY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. STEARNS. I am glad to yield to 
the gentleman from North Dakota. 

Mr. POMEROY. Madam Chairman, 
the amendment at issue really departs 
from redlining and a study of redlining 
for which the collection of data and the 
evaluation of it is required. The 
amendment is actually a regulatory re
quirement. 

Is it not the gentleman's understand
ing that the business of insurance is 
regulated at the State level? 

Mr. STEARNS. The gentleman is cor
rect. I think the gentleman with his 
background in this is concise in that, 
and the gentleman is right on the mat
ter, and I am glad he pointed it out. 

Mr. POMEROY. Madam Chairman, in 
the 8 years that I was the commis
sioner of insurance in North Dakota, 
consumers had the right of exactly the 
type of disclosure the gentleman is 
seeking in this amendment, except it 
was provided under State law. I believe 
if the distinguished gentleman from 
Louisiana would have checked, States 
routinely provide exactly this type of 
disclosure protection to consumers. It 
is provided by State law as a regu
latory matter and has no business in 
',his redlining bill. 

Mr. STEARNS. I compliment the 
gentleman for his critique on this. He 
basically states the issue, and it is reg
ulatory. 

Mr. WATT. Madam Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, I will be very brief 
on this. I have already laid out my 
opinions about this bill and the amend
ments to it in my previous statement 
on the prior amendment. But I want to 
confess one additional motivation on 
this, and that is just a human nature 
motivation. 

My objective, and I think the objec
tive that we have here is to get insur
ance companies, if they are engaging in 
redlining, to stop doing it. When people 
have to report the reasons for denying 
insurance, human nature kicks in, the 
urge to be honest kicks in. And I think 
people will be more inclined, insurance 
companies will be more inclined to 
write the insurance policy rather than 
give an honest reason for denying the 
insurance. 
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I think that in and of itself, in addi
tion to the arguments that I have pre
viously submitted on the earlier 
amendment, justify this amendment, 
and I would urge my colleagues to sup
port the amendment. 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois. Madam 
Chairman, I move to strike the req
uisite number of words. 

Let me commend the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. FIELDS] for his hard 
work in this area. He is a very able 
Member of this body and a great friend 
of consumers. 

This amendment is very well inten
tioned. Let me say three things about 
the Fields amendment. First, unlike 
earlier versions, this amendment will 
not directly help individual consumers. 
The earlier versions required insurance 
companies to report to individual con
sumers, and in contrast, this amend
ment calls for more reporting to the 
Secretary. 

Second, this amendment is pre
mature and jumps the gun. 

My original bill sought to get infor
mation like this, but we found some 
practical problems with it. In particu
lar, while insurance companies main
tain standard information in their data 
bases about actual policies, they did 
not maintain the information about 
applications. There were other ques
tions raised, too, like how to define an 
application. 

As a result, the bill includes a study 
by the Secretary of the feasibility and 
utility of collecting information on the 
characteristics of insurance applicants 
and the reasons for rejection of appli
cants. 

Let us wait for the Secretary's study 
to assess the feasibility and utility of 
this. Let us not jump the gun. 

Third, throughout the process, we 
tried to minimize the burdens on insur
ance agents. There are many of these 
small independent businessmen and 
women throughout the Nation. I am 
pleased that the major agency organi
zations support the bill, and unfortu
nately, this amendment would add a 
burden to those agents. 

I would urge the defeat of this 
amendment. 

Mr. WYNN. Madam Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Madam Chairman, you know, it is 
not in the Constitution, but in modern
day America there are two things you 
have to have: credit and insurance. 

We found in the application of credit 
that it is absolutely fundamental that 
the consumer have the right to know 
why he is being denied. And you know 
what, it worked. It was not too burden
some. It was not too onerous. It did 
help the consumer in one of two ways: 
He found out what he had to do to get 
his credit in shape, or we were able to 
find out somebody was discriminating. 

I would submit to my colleagues this 
is exactly what we are trying to do, 
find out what the consumer needs to do 
to get insurance, or have the Secretary 
be in a position to find out that some
body is discriminating. 

Now, you hear that this is so burden
some. Madam Chairman, ladies and 
gentleman, we are not asking the in
surance industry to submit an essay 
exam. They simply check the box, 
lapsed insurance, failure to pay, poor 
credit, whatever the reason is. That 
way we can make some evaluation 
whether they are giving legitimate rea
sons and whether certain comm uni ties 
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seem to have a disproportionate 
amount of lapsed policies, terminated 
policies, denied policies. This is basic 
common sense in modern-day America. 

This amendment is supported by 
ACORN, the National League of Cities, 
the NAACP, the Consumer Federation 
of America, and Public Citizen. 

I would like to commend the gen
tleman from Louisiana for a very sen
sible, reasonable, rational, and cer
tainly not burdensome amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYNN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Chairman, I 
want to very much support the efforts 
of the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
FIELDS] to require the insurance indus
try of America to at least, at a bare 
minimum, tell the customer why they 
are turned down, if a potential cus
tomer asks for an insurance policy. 

We have watched on the floor of this 
House any attempt to get real informa
tion regarding racial discrimination or 
redlining eliminated from this bill. 
Make no mistake about it, the way this 
bill is structured today, it does not 
meet the NAACP test. It does not meet 
the consumers' test. It does not meet 
any of the organizations that have the 
best interests of the ordinary people of 
America at heart. 

Does it have the support of the insur
ance industry? You bet it does. 

Does it have the support of the other 
side of the aisle? You bet it does, and 
all too often it has the support of Mem
bers that are interested not so much in 
necessarily how we are going to look 
out for the interests of the consumers 
of America but how we are going to 
look out for the interests of the biggest 
industries. 

What I say is that this attempt by 
the gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. 
FIELDS] to simply ask that industry to 
tell us whether or not the information 
that they are denying people access to 
credit on is going to be made available 
to those individuals, is just basically 
fair, and a very reasonable amount of 
information to require. 

It is not going to be overly burden
some. It will not get in the way of the 
insurance industry to make money. It 
will only give recourse to those indi
viduals that are denied the opportunity 
to get those insurance policies a reason 
for that denial. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WYNN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, the gentleman from North 
Dakota mentioned earlier that the 
States are regulated, that this issue is 
regulated through the States, and the 
States mandate they give written rea
sons why they are denied, individuals 
are denied insurance. 

According to the ORS report, only 
four States in the entire Nation require 

that the insurance companies give rea
sons why they deny consumers insur
ance in this country. 

Mr. KENNEDY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, the gentleman is exactly 
correct. There are three or four States 
that have passed this enlightened legis
lation. The vast majority of the States 
do not require anything along these 
lines, and it is those States, States like 
New York and California and Illinois 
where we have the problem of insur
ance redlining in the major cities of 
America, in the urban areas of Amer
ica, where this problem is so rampant 
that we need to have this basic disclo
sure. If we are not going to require cen
sus tract, if we are not going to require 
MSA's, if we are not going to require 
all the provisions that were in the 
Velazquez and Roybal-Allard amend
ment, at least at the very minimum 
tell the individual American people 
why they are being denied. If it is not 
for racial reasons, tell them why they 
are denied access to insurance. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. FIELDS]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Chairman announced that the noes ap
peared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. FIELDS of Louisiana. Madam 
Chairman, I demand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de

vice, and there were-ayes 123, noes 305, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

Abercrombie 
Ackerman 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Be Henson 
Berman 
Bishop 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Carr 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clement 
Clyburn 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Conyers 
Costello 
Coyne 
de la Garza 
de Lugo (VI) 
Dellums 
Diaz-Balart 
Dicks 
Dixon 
Durbin 
Edwards (CA) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (TN) 

[Roll No. 339) 

AYES-123 
Frank (MA) 
Frost 
Furse 
GeJdenson 
Gephardt 
Gilman 
Gonzalez 
Green 
Gutierrez 
Hastings 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Hefner 
Hinchey 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnston 
KanJorski 
Kennedy 
Klldee 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Kopetski 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lewis (GA) 
Lowey 
Maloney 
Mccloskey 
McDermott 
McHale 
McKinney 
Meehan 
Menendez 
Mfume 
Miller (CA) 
Mineta 
Mink 
Montgomery 
Nadler 

Norton (DC) 
Oberstar 
Olver 
Ortiz 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Pelosi 
Po shard 
Rangel 
Reynolds 
Rose 
Rostenkowski 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Stark 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swett 
Synar 
Tauzin 
Thompson 
Torres 
Torr1cell1 
Traficant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Wyden 
Wynn 
Yates 

Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barlow 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bateman 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Bevill 
Bllbray 
B111rakis 
Bl1ley 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Borski 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Castle 
Chapman 
Cllnger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Coll1ns (GA) 
Coll1ns (IL) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
Deal 
DeFazio 
DeLauro 
De Lay 
Derrick 
Deutsch 
Dickey 
Dingell 
Dooley 
Doolittle 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fish 
Ford (MI) 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 

· Gallegly 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
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Gilchrest 
Gillmor 
Gingrich 
Glickman 
Goodlatte 
Goodllng 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall (TX) 
Hamburg 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Hoke 
Holden 
Horn 
Houghton 
Hoyer 
Hufflngton 
Hughes 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Hutto 
Hyde 
Inglls 
Inhofe 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Jacobs 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennelly 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Kyl 
LaFalce 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Laughlin 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lipinski 
Livingston 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margolles-

Mezvinsky 
Markey 
Martinez 
Matsui 
Mazzo Ii 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
McDade 
McHugh 
Mcinnis 
McKean 
McMillan 
McNulty 

Meek 
Meyers 
Mica 
Michel 
Miller (FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Mollohan 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Morella 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Obey 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Payne (VA) 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pickett 
Pickle 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Porter 
Portman 
Price (NC) 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Reed 
Regula 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Rohrabacher 
Romero-Barcelo 

(PR) 
Ruth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmeister 
Santo rum 
Sarpalius 
Sawyer 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Schroeder 
Scott 
Sensenbrenner 
Sharp 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Smith(NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith(TX) 
Sn owe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swift 
Talent 
Tanner 
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Taylor(MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas<CA> 
Thomas(WY) 
Thornton 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Towns 

Faleomavaega 
(AS) 

Gallo 
H1lliard 

Upton 
Valentine 
Visclosky 
Volkmer 
Vucanovich 
Walker 
Walsh 
Weldon 
W1lliams 

NOT VOTING-11 
Mccurdy 
Neal (NC) 
Ros-Leh tin en 
Underwood (GU) 

D 1758 

Wise 
Wolf 
Woolsey 
Young (AK) 
Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Washington 
Waters 
Whitten 
W11son 

Mrs. BYRNE changed her vote from 
"aye" to "no." 

Messrs. ROSE, FORD of Tennessee, 
and STOKES changed their vote from 
"no" to "aye." 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIRMAN. If there are no 

other amendments, the question is on 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute was agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES) having assumed the chair, Ms. 
DELAURO, Chairman of the Committee 
of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 1188) to provide for disclosures for 
insurance in interstate commerce, pur
suant to House Resolution 475, reported 
the bill back to the House with an 
amendment adopted by the Committee 
of the Whole. 

D 1800 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re (Mr. 

TORRES). Under the rule, the previous 
question is ordered. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid upon the table. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 3355, VIOLENT CRIME 
CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCE
MENT ACT OF 1993 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I offer 
a privileged motion to instruct con
ferees on the bill (H.R. 3355) to amend 
the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 to allow grants to 
increase police presence, to expand and 
improve cooperative efforts between 
law enforcement agencies and members 
of their community to address crime 
and disorder problems, and otherwise 
to enhance public safety. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. MCCOLLUM moves that the managers 

on the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend
ment to the bill H.R. 3355 be instructed not 
to make any agreement that does not in
clude section 2405 of the Senate amendment, 
providing mandatory prison terms for use, 
possession, or carrying of a firearm or de
~tructi ve device during a State crime of vio
lence or State drug trafficking crime. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HUGHES] will be recognized for 30 min
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to explain 
this motion to instruct conferees. What 
I am offering today is a motion to in
struct conferees on the crime bill, on a 
portion of the bill that is in the Sen
ate, the other body's bill, and is not in 
the House bill, one that we were not al
lowed to have the opportunity to vote 
on on the floor by our Committee on 
Rules, even though I requested the op
portunity to be given to us. I think this 
is a very important motion to instruct. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to express what 
this does in as succinct terms as I 
know how. First of all, it deals with 
the question of somebody who is com
mitting a State crime of violence or a 
State drug trafficking offense, not a 
Federal crime as the underlying crime, 
and who does that crime either in pos
session of or with the use of a gun. 

This particular provision, if we were 
to adopt it and it becomes law, that 
this motion to instruct goes to, would 
mean that there would be a new Fed
eral crime, in addition to the State 
conviction for the underlying crime of 
violence or drug trafficking, a new 
Federal crime for the simple possession 
or use of a firearm in the commission 
of that underlying crime, and that new 
Federal crime would carry with it min
imum mandatory sentences in given 
circumstances that could not be re
duced for any reason whatsoever, not 
for good time, not for any reason. 

The minimum mandatory prison 
terms for the first offense would be 10 
years for knowingly possessing a fire
arm during the commission of one of 
these State crimes of violence or drug 
trafficking, 20 years for discharging 
such a firearm with intent to injure 
such a person, or 30 years for know
ingly possessing a firearm that is a ma
chine gun or destructive device or one 
that has a silencer or muffler on it. It 
does not federalize at all the State 
crime. It simply adds a new Federal 
crime. 

All you have to do to prove the new 
Federal crime is to show that there is 
an underlying conviction or a crime of 
violence or a drug trafficking offense 

as is defined in that State court, and 
that there was the possession or the 
requisite use and the technical nature 
to get the particular minimum manda
tory sentence. 

If somebody does this twice, it would 
simply double the m1mmum 
mandatories for the first and second 
mandatories, of possession to 20 years, 
for discharge-actually to 30, it doesn't 
quite double it in that case, and it goes 
to life imprisonment if you are using a 
machine gun or destructive device or 
silencer, and for the third offense, a 
mandatory life sentence. 

This would send a very powerful de
terrent message against anybody try
ing to use a gun in the commission of 
any crime in this country. 

I would add to my colleagues who 
think this goes overboard, I do not 
think this does at all. I think this gets 
to the very heart of the problem we 
have been needing to get at for a long 
time in this country. It gets to the 
problem that too many people are 
using guns today, and it gets to the 
problem of the repeat violent offender, 
violence being the No. 1 problem in 
crime today. Six percent of those who 
commit crimes out there today are 
committing 70 percent of the crimes of 
violence, and they are repeat offenders. 
They are serving only about 38 percent 
of their sentences. 

What we need to do is lock these 
folks up for long periods of time, and 
we need to send a message of deter
rence. Local police officers around the 
country in many forums where I have 
been this past year have told me that 
among those committing these types of 
crimes, primarily our younger people, 
there is a regular chain of communica
tion. They know the score. The first 
thing they ask when they are arrested 
is, if they are arrested at all for any of 
these crimes, is this a Federal crime or 
is it a State crime? They know if it is 
a Federal crime, they are going to do 
the time, because we have right now 
the 85 percent rule. You have truth in 
sentencing at the Federal level. We 
have been trying to achieve that in 
this crime bill for the States for repeat 
violent offenders. 

This particular provision would allow 
us to extend existing Federal law in 
firearms cases to cover all cases where 
firearms are being used in felonies, in 
violent felonies and drug trafficking of
fenses. 

Let me give you an example of what 
existing Federal law would do and does 
when this is properly utilized. In the 
previous administration we had what is 
called operation trigger lock using it. 

At the present time, if you are a con
victed felon, whether it is a State court 
conviction or a Federal court convic
tion, it matters not. If you are a con
victed felon and then you are convicted 
of a crime again with a gun, even if you 
are in possession of a gun and are not 
convicted of a separate crime, you will 
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have committed a new Federal crime 
for the similar possession of the fire
arm. 

Operation trigger lock, with some 
minimum mandatory sentences that 
are on the books for that particular 
Federal crime, was a provision that the 
Justice Department in the previous ad
ministration had been using for several 
months before the new one came in to 
take some of these folks off the streets, 
out of the State systems where they 
had been convicted, throw the book at 
them in selected cases, lock them up 
and throw away the keys, do what we 
wanted to do to send that deterrent 
message. 

D 1810 
All this provision does is to extend 

that option to the Justice Department. 
I do not think that the present admin
istration is right. They would kill that 
operation trigger lock idea. They said, 
we do not have time to fiddle with 
that. 

I would submit to everybody out 
there that this is indeed exactly what 
should be being done now. If we are 
going to stop the crime of violence 
problem we have in this Nation, the 
crisis we currently face, we have · to 
begin getting serious about taking the 
violent criminals who are using guns 
off the streets, locking them up, and 
throwing away the keys. 

No, we cannot lock everybody. up in 
the Federal Prison System. No, this 
proposal would not do that. But it 
would give the Justice Department and 
the local State's U.S. attorneys the op
tion of being able to do it when they 
selectively felt it was important. And 
it would give the message, if it is uti
lized on a selective basis out there, to 
the guy on the street that "if you com
mit a crime with a gun, you are really 
going to risk doing some very serious 
time in jail, minimum mandatory sen
tences being possible, in addition to 
your underlying crime." 

So I encourage the adoption of this 
motion to instruct today to send our 
conferees on the crime bill the mes
sage, we want them to accept this Sen
ate provision. Get tough on these re
peat offenders and allow the U.S. attor
neys around the country to have this 
additional tool to get at those who 
commit crimes of violence and drug 
trafficking, who are convicted in State 
courts using a gun, the opportunity to 
prosecute them in addition to the 
State offense for this new Federal of
fense of using or possessing the gun. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 6 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the McCollum motion to instruct con
ferees to accept that portion of H.R. 
3355 that basically would federalize the 
carrying of a weapon during the com
mission of the State offense involving 

an act of violence or a State drug 
crime. 

It is probably one of the worst mo
tions to instruct that one could offer 
because it would federalize State of
fenses involving a firearm, and there 
are literally hundreds of thousands of 
State offenses involving a firearm. 

It covers the possession of a firearm, 
the use of a firearm or carrying of a 
firearm. As I understand it, it would 
require a separate Federal prosecution 
in every case. 

· I understand that it would require 
not just the State prosecution but a 
Federal prosecution. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to yield to 
the gentleman from Florida, maybe he 
can respond to me as to what he envi
sions would be the role of Federal pros
ecution. Is it his understanding it 
would require a Federal prosecution be
sides a State prosecution? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HUGHES. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, what 
would be required, as I interpret this 
and the way I helped craft it, is that we 
would have an underlying State crime 
and once the State conviction occurred 
that was the prerequisite to this, then 
there would have to be a separate Fed
eral prosecution for the Federal crime 
which would involve a simple prosecu
tion because we would have to prove 
only two things: First, the underlying 
State conviction of the crime that was 
the prerequisite and, second, that there 
was a possession or use of the firearm 
in that crime. 

Mr. HUGHES. The gentleman has an
swered my question. This is D' Amato 
basically revisited in many respects be
cause it would federalize State of
fenses, once again. 

I am not sure what is going to be just 
a State crime. Even though the States 
prosecute 95 percent of street crime, we 
are more and more federalizing all 
kinds of State offenses. 

That particular motion to instruct 
and the provisions of the Senate bill is 
opposed by the Department of Justice. 
And I have a letter from the Attorney 
General, and I will read just a portion 
of it. 

The administration strongly opposes the 
Senate provisions which would largely oblit
erate the distinction between Federal and 
State criminal jurisdiction. These provisions 
represent a false promise of action in fight
ing violent crime, a promise that will not be 
realized given limited Federal resources. At 
best these provisions, 

I am reading from another section of 
the letter, 
at best these provisions would be ineffectual; 
at worst, they would divert Federal re
sources from dealing with distinctively Fed
eral matters in interstate crime, activities 
that Federal law enforcement is uniquely 
competent to handle. 

It is opposed by the Administrative 
Office of the Courts. The administra-

tive office indicates that it would put 
200,000 new cases in the Federal sys
tem. It is opposed by the Sentencing 
Commission. 

The Sentencing Commission indi
cates that over the next 9 years, if we 
were to adopt this motion to instruct 
in the conference, it would increase our 
Federal prison population by 383.9 per
cent, 383.9 percent. 

Look, I am under no illusion about 
whether this amendment is going to 
pass. Because if it sounds tough around 
here, it will pass whether it makes 
sense or not. But I tell Members, this 
particular amendment, if we adopt it in 
conference, would create chaos in the 
Federal courts. We are not reaching 
civil cases today. And we are not proc
essing the Federal cases as rapidly as 
we can because we do not have the re
sources to do it. 

How in the world one could argue 
that by basically federalizing State of
fenses we are going to advance the 
cause of criminal justice is beyond me. 
It may sound tough, but it is not going 
to do a thing exc.ept to blur that dis
tinction between Federal and State of
fenses. 

Moreover, it would catch the follow
ing kind of offenses: A mother is tak
ing messages for her son ordering all 
kinds of drugs, cocaine, marijuana, 
whatever. The mother is taking those 
messages from customers for her son. 
In the house the son has a weapon. Be
cause the mother is in the house she is 
deemed to be in possession of a weapon 
and she is going to get a mandatory 
minimum of 10 years under this amend
ment. 

Now, frankly, she ought to be pun
ished. But do we want to say to the 
States, do we want to say that we want 
to impose a mandatory offense of 10 
years in prison for that kind of crimi
nal conduct? It is criminal conduct. 
But is that what we want to load the 
prisons with, those types of offenses? 

A roofer at night steals from a roof, 
carrying with him an unloaded weapon. 
Under this amendment treating a vio
lation of that offense would trigger a 
mandatory minimum of 10 years. 

Somebody carrying a weapon in their 
trunk, the trunk of their car, who is 
also dealing in drugs would receive as a 
first time offender a 1-year mandatory 
minimum. 

I am not condoning the carrying of 
weapons in the trunk, but do we want 
to impose a 1-year mandatory mini
mum? I say to my colleagues, if they 
want to tell the States the kind of 
criminal laws they should have in the 
various States, the 50 States, they 
ought to resign from Congress and go 
back and run for the State legislatures 
again, if that is what they want to do. 

That is precisely what we are doing. 
We are basically saying to the States, 
we are going to federalize their State 
offenses. 

We do not have the resources to fed
eralize these crimes. It is a sham. It is 
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not going to do a thing. It is going to 
be counterproductive. I urge my col
leagues to reject the motion to in
struct conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 1 minute. 

Mr. Speaker, first of all, I have great 
respect for the gentleman from New 
Jersey. I have worked on many pieces 
of crime legislation. I just want to ad
vise him that there are a couple of 
things that he may have a misappre
hension about with regard to this. The 
underlying crime, the State crime 
which is the one that is operable here, 
is not federalized in any way. They are 
still tried in State court. It is the 
choice of local officials whether if 
somebody has committed murder or 
whatever it is to prosecute them or not 
prosecute them. That is entirely within 
the realm of the States. 

D 1820 
We are really not federalizing any 

State crimes. What we are doing in this 
process is, we are giving the option to 
the Federal prosecutors to be able to, 
in addition to that State conviction, 
come in and say, "If there is a gun in
volved, we are going to prosecute a sep
arate crime," and I want to emphasize 
it is an option. This is not a require
ment that the prosecutors do it. We are 
not going to flood the Federal System. 
This is simply going to give another 
tool to the U.S. attorneys, and I think 
it is a very important tool to send a 
message of deterrence in this area. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Mexico [Mr. 
SCHIFF], a member of the Subcommit
tee on Crime and Criminal Justice of 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. SCHIFF. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I think the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM], the 
sponsor of this motion to instruct, has 
laid out the arguments very cogently. I 
cannot imagine a better subject for the 
House of Representatives of the United 
States, in discussing anticrime legisla
tion, than to target the most violent of 
criminals, those individuals who are 
using firearms in the commission of of
fenses. Those are the criminals in par
ticular that the American people want 
to get off the street and keep off the 
street for as long as possible. 

This bill would add another tool in 
crime fighting to accomplish that. This 
bill would give the option to the U.S. 
attorneys to follow up with a prosecu
tion if they felt that, in the case of a 
particular defendant committing a par
ticular crime, more time in prison to 
keep that criminal off the street is 
warranted. 

The answer to the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES], the chair
man of our subcommittee in the Com
mittee on the Judiciary, he speaks as 

if, if this bill were passed, every pos
sible offense that could be covered 
under this bill would be prosecuted in 
Federal court, but this is not the case. 
Right now the U.S. attorneys exercise 
a great deal of discretion over what to 
prosecute under existing Federal of
fenses. 

Not every allegation of violation of a 
Federal offense results in a prosecution 
by a U.S. attorney. They pick and 
choose on the criteria they think is 
best in terms of fighting crime. This 
would give them another tool. This 
would give them another option. This 
would give them the power as U.S. at
torneys to decide, "This is someone we 
want to keep off the street even 
longer," and this would give them the 
means to do it. For that reason, I urge 
my colleagues to support the McCOL
L UM motion to instruct conferees. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we cannot have it both 
ways, then. On the one hand we say we 
are going to give the U.S. attorneys an 
option, going to give them an option. 
On the other hand, if the U.S. attorney 
exercises these options and prosecutes 
all these cases, we are going to have 
200,000 additional cases before the Fed
eral courts and our prisons are going to 
swell by 383.9 percent over a 9-year pe
riod. 

My colleague, the gentleman from 
New Mexico [Mr. SCHIFF] knows that 
we have a difficult time today funding 
the Federal Bureau of Prisons. We just 
opened up some new prisons around the 
country after some potential delays, 
because we did not have the resources 
to staff the Federal prisons to open 
them up. We are going to have to open 
up, at the present trend, about one 
Federal prison every month before the 
end of this decade, every month one 
new 500-bed Federal prison. 

We have a hard time getting the re
sources to fund for staff today. We can
not staff the medical sections of our 
present prison system because we do 
not have the resources. We do not offer 
the health care providers sufficient 
money to attract them into the sys
tem, and the gentleman is talking 
about increasing the Federal prison 
population by another 383.9 percent? 

Mr. Speaker, the States are not in 
favor of this. We received a letter from 
the Police Executive Research Forum. 
These are some of the top chiefs of po
lice in the larger cities. They are op
posed to this. They do not see this as 
helping them. So there are the States 
that are opposed to it, there is the At
torney General opposed to it. The Ad
ministrative Office of the Courts is op
posed to it, and the Sentencing Com
mission is opposed to it, because they 
understand the· impact it is going to 
have on the Federal System. 

We are going to turn the Federal Sys
tem upside down by this type of load
ing down of the Federal courts without 
accomplishing anything. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LEVY]. 

Mr. LEVY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of the McCollum motion to in
struct conferees on R.R. 3355. 

Earlier this session, I authored and · 
introduced the Violence With Firearms 
Protection Act. The bill made it a Fed
eral crime to transport a firearm 
across State lines for the purpose of 
committing a violent felony. My bill 
went a bit further than the Senate lan
guage that is the subject of Mr. McCoL
LUM's motion in that it carried the 
death penalty in some cases. 

After my bill went nowhere in the 
Judiciary Committee, and as R.R. 3355 
approached action on this floor, I at
tempted to add my proposal to the 
crime bill as an amendment. For rea
sons known only to the members of the 
Rules Committee, the amendment was 
ruled nongermane. 

Mr. Speaker, Federal law prohibits 
the interstate transportation of explo

.sives for illegal purposes. In fact, Mr. 
Speaker, it is a violation of Federal 
law to transport false teeth, in some 
circumstances, from one State to an
other. But you can carry a gun from 
State to State-and use it to kill peo
ple-with impunity under Federal law. 

Let me illustrate how ridiculous the 
current state of our law is. 

Last December, on a night that most 
of my constituents will remember, a 
man in New York City boarded a com
muter train bound for Long Island. 
When the train reached my district, he 
pulled a firearm and began shooting. 
The gun, by the way, was purchased le
gally in California, waiting period and 
all. 

When the firing ended, six people 
were dead. Others were wounded. 

In the wake of what has become 
known as the Long Island Railroad 
Massacre, and because New York's law 
doesn't treat violent criminals very se
riously, I presented the facts of the 
case to the Justice Department. Their 
evaluation determined that the gun
man violated no Federal law. 

Imagine that. Had the gunman come 
from California to New York with ille
gally manufactured dentures we'd have 
fined him and maybe sent him to jail. 
But he killed six people and we can do 
nothing. 

Support the McCollum motion to in
struct. Make it a Federal crime to 
transport firearms across State lines 
for the purpose of using them as instru
ments of violence. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LEVY], because he has made 
a very valuable contribution to this de
bate in the introduction of his legisla
tion and in the points he made today. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. ZIM
MER]. 
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Mr. ZIMMER. Mr. Speaker, my situa

tion is somewhat similar to that of the 
gentleman from New York. I am a 
sponsor of legislation to substantially 
increase the Federal penal ties for the 
illegal use of firearms, particularly in 
the commission of a crime. I submitted 
an amendment adding that language to 
the crime bill to the Committee on 
Rules, and, as in the case of the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. LEVY], the 
Committee on Rules denied the right of 
this House to vote on this sensible leg
islation. That is why I rise in support 
of the motion to instruct. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with my friend, 
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. 
HUGHES], that our prisons are at capac
ity and we are hard-pressed to house 
the prisoners who are there. I support 
building new prisons and I support put
ting the people who commit violent 
crime with firearms into those prisons. 
So do our constituents. The best way 
to curb the incidence of crime commit
ted with firearms is to make criminals 
realize that they face severe penalties 
if they use a gun to break the law. 

A study by the Department of Justice 
has shown that, while the average sen
tence meted out for violent offenders is 
about 8 years, actual time served be
hind bars averages less than 3 years. 
That means that more than half of the 
violent offenders are free and back on 
the streets within 3 years. 

The study also found that, once these 
violent felons are released, they get 
busy committing more crimes. Sixty
three percent are rearrested within 3 
years of their release, fully a third of 
them for committing another violent 
crime. 

The only way to be sure these people 
do not commit more violent crimes 
with guns is to send a very clear signal 
to criminals: "If you commit the 
crime, you are going to do the time." 
Under the Senate's crime bill that time 
is a mandatory minimum sentence of 
10 years behind bars for carrying a fire
arms during the commission of a vio
lent crime or drug felony. 

D 1830 
Discharge that firearm with the in

tent of injuring another person and you 
get 20 years in prison, minimum. If 
that firearm is a machinegun or is 
equipped with a silencer, you serve 30 
years, minimum. 

The penalties are even steeper for re
peat offenders in each of those cat
egories, increasing to 20 years, 30 
years, and life, respectively. 

Mr. Speaker, if we are serious about 
reducing violent crime, we must put 
the word out on the street: "If you use 
a gun to commit a violent crime, you 
risk going to jail for 10 years, mini
mum. Go to Jail. Do not pass Go." 
That is the message we have got to 
send and that is why I urge my col
leagues to support the McColl um mo
tion to instruct. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HASTINGS]. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor
ida. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). The gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. HASTINGS] is recognized for 3 min
utes. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to instruct. 
I have sat very quietly listening to the 
debate. I have immense respect for the 
parties on both sides and their under
standing of these issues. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleague, the 
gentleman from Florida [Mr. MCCOL
LUM], on the other side, when we talk 
about unfunded mandates, does the 
gentleman take into consideration the 
fact that when we pass a law of this 
kind and it impacts on the Federal ju
diciary, that no additional money trav
els with these kinds of measures. In 
Florida, we are minus a significant 
number of Federal judges because, 
among the other reasons, they are not 
being made at this time. There would 
be no money for additional prosecu
tors, for additional public defenders, or 
court personnel. Let met tell the gen
tleman what happens, and I am talking 
from personal experience. 

With an added number of Federal 
cases, the lessening of the handling of 
civil cases is undertaken. We then wind 
up with criminal cases being tried 
rather repeatedly. there is no one in 
this House who would not want to get 
rid of any violent criminal that we can 
and cause them to be put away. 

The example that the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. LEVY] gave, that 
person is going to be in jail for the rest 
of his life and everybody knows that. 
So what do we want to do, put him in 
two jails, a State jail and a Federal 
jail? 

The linchpin of this country wili 
come undone unless Federal judges can 
address civil cases at some point in 
time. Add Federal jurisdiction for 
criminal cases and lessen the oppor
tunity to try civil cases. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield to the gen
tleman from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I have 
a great respect for the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. HASTINGS]. In fact, he and 
I agree on the point he is trying to 
make. We need more resources for the 
Federal judiciary. We need to free up 
Federal judges to be able to do some 
civil cases. In fact, the bill in the other 
body, the Senate bill, has $300 million 
for additional judiciary. Our House bill 
does not. I hope when the conference 
comes out, they will do that. 

I would like to make the point to the 
gentleman, while we agree on that, 
that this is very optional. While oper
ation trigger lock was being imposed 

by the previous administration to do 
an additional system in this area, this 
administration has chosen not to, prob
ably because of resources. I do not 
agree with that allocation, but I under
stand what the gentleman is talking 
about. 

Mr. HASTINGS. If I may, the Attor
ney General opposed it, the Adminis
trator of Courts opposes it, and the 
reason that they do is because of a lack 
of resources. 

Mr. Speaker, I agree with the gen
tleman that it is optional, but I have 
seen the results of what becomes op
tional. We have a local State attorney 
that determines, hey, this is an oppor
tunity for me to get rid of it. Let me 
call the U.S. Attorney who says, "I will 
take it." 

What we have is an overloaded Fed
eral system. The Federal system can
not handle the cases that we are send
ing them criminally unless we give 
them more judges, more prosecutors, 
and more public defenders which I am 
in favor of doing. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Let the gentleman 
and I work on getting those resources. 

Mr. HASTINGS. All right. 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

4 minutes to the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. HYDE]. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing in the 
world I hate more than disagreeing 
with my friend, the gentleman from 
Florida [Mr. MCCOLLUM] whom I look 
up to as the premier expert on criminal 
law on our side of the aisle. But I am 
having real trouble buying this concept 
that every time a gun is used, a Fed
eral crime is created. 

I am persuaded by what the gen
tleman from Florida [Mr. HASTINGS] 
has said down there about the over
loading of the Federal courts and the 
response of the gentleman from Florida 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM] seems to be that it is 
only an option. But a Federal law, a 
criminal law that is only optionally en
forced, it seems to me, erodes the 
whole fabric of the law. If it is a Fed
eral law and if it is a crime, it ought to 
be prosecuted. But I do not think we 
have the need, first of all, because what 
about the State courts? What about the 
State criminal system? Are we saying 
they are so bereft of resources or the 
will to enforce the law that we must 
federalize the enforcement of gun legis
lation? I abhor the use of a gun in a 
violent crime. That person ought to be 
severely punished, and they are not se
verely punished, and we have to add 
more resources to the State system, 
help them with grant money and 
matching funds. But to create a new 
Federal crime every time a gun is used 
and then to say it only has to be en
forced optionally it seems to me is an 
oxymoron. It is a contradiction in 
terms. I do not think we are being 
weak on crime to say, let us not abuse 
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the Federal system by thrusting on it a 
whole plethora of criminal actions that 
cannot possibly be enforced. I just have 
those misgivings. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say in response that I have the utmost 
respect for the gentleman from Illinois, 
and I usually share, as he says,_ the 
same viewpoint. However, I would say 
to him that as he well knows, all Fed
eral criminal law involves a degree of 
discretion on the part of the U.S. attor
neys and the prosecutors. I do not wish 
to say nor did I intend to that I do not 
believe this should ever, or not be used. 
I believe that the reason why we want 
to put this into law is so that it will be 
used, but used selectively, used in cases 
that will send a message which is the 
underlying reason here, and there 
needs to be a national message that is 
sent to criminals who would use guns 
that if they are going to do it, they are 
really going to serve time and they are 
going to serve Federal time because 
the very fact it is Federal is a very im
portant deterrent and many police offi
cers, many of them, have told us that 
again and again. 

While I have great respect for the 
gentleman from Illinois, he and I would 
differ over this, I also do not think we 
are really federalizing. We are not fed
eralizing the underlying crime, we are 
simply saying, we are extending an ad
ditional Federal law that exists on the 
books today that says that if you have 
committed a felony and you possess a 
firearm, whether it is a State felony or 
not, it is a Federal crime. But I would 
like to extend that to send a message 
to a lot more people, that is all. 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will continue to yield, the gen
tleman is creating thousands of defend
ants in the Federal system. Cannot 
they be dealt with adequately in the 
State courts? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. No; they cannot be. 
I do not believe they are being. I be
lieve we need to provide the resources 
necessary, because this is important. 
This is more important than a lot of 
other places we are putting Federal 
money right now. That is my conclu
sion. We may differ on that. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from Il
linois is right on target. We are talking 
about federalizing State offenses. 
Think about it for a minute. We are 
telling the States that we do not agree 
with State legislatures throughout the 
country in meting out particular sen
tences. It is the ultimate in arrogance. 

I say to my colleagues again, "if you 
want to tell the States how to run the 
criminal justice system, leave here, go 

back to the State legislatures and run 
for the legislature." 

D 1840 
And change the laws in the various 

States if that is what you want to do. 
In addition to the fact that there 

seems to be a misperception around 
here about the Federal courts, they are 
courts of limited jurisdiction. We do 
not prosecute street crime. That was 
never intended. The framers of the 
Constitution never envisioned that. 
They are not structured to handle 
street crime. 

In fact, if U.S. attorneys exercised 
the right to prosecute and to federalize 
basically a State offense, we would 
have disparate sentences again 
throughout the country. 

Sometimes just across State borders 
we would have disparate sentences 
again, depending upon how the U.S. at
torney exercised that authority. 

We set up a whole new sentencing 
structure called the Sentencing Com
mission to try to limit disparity. We 
are going to create more disparity. 
That is terrible policy. 

The Judicial Conference of the Unit
ed States pointed out, I think aptly, 
that in the State of California there 
are more superior court judges than we 
have on the Federal benches around 
the country. There are more superior 
court judges in California alone than 
all of the Federal judges in our system. 

In some parts of the country they are 
not trying civil cases at all, because 
they cannot reach them because of the 
present criminal backlog, and we want 
to federalize basically all gun offenses 
which are prosecuted at the State 
level. It is a flawed motion to instruct. 
It is opposed by the States. It is op
posed by the Attorney General. It is 
opposed by the administrative office of 
the courts, and it is opposed by the 
Sentencing Commission because it does 
not make sense. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
motion to instruct conferees. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I yield myself the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to respond 
to several of the critics who have 
talked about this. Just to summarize 
what we are doing, in closing, this is a 
motion to instruct conferees that di
rects them, our wish is at least that 
they would accept a Senate provision 
that provides for a portion of the law 
to be changed that deals with the situ
ation where we have a State crime that 
is a violent crime or a drug trafficking 
offense and we have a gun that is being 
used in that State crime, that violent 
crime, or that drug trafficking offense, 
or at least possessed in it, and in that 
situation while you leave alone the un
derlying crime you do not federalize it, 
it is still a State crime whether it is 
murder or whatever it is, which is tried 

in the State court, and you create 
under this provision a new Federal 
crime for the simple use or possession 
of the firearm in that underlying 
crime. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. I am glad to yield 
to the gentleman from New Jersey. 

Mr. HUGHES. So, Mr. Speaker, we 
are going to have two prosecutions in
stead of one. Is that what the gen
tleman is saying? 

Mr. McCOLL UM. If I may reclaim my 
time, I am saying we are going to have 
a second prosection if the Federal pros
ecutor chooses, not on the underlying 
crime, a second prosecution only for 
the gun crime after the State convic
tion. The only thing required to be 
proved will be the underlying convic
tion and the fact that a gun was used 
or possessed in it. 

I think it is important to note that is 
simple to prove, very simple to prove. 
It is very much patterned after the ex
isting Federal law. as an extension of it 
which says that if you are a convicted 
felon today, whether you are convicted 
in a State court or a Federal court, 
just any convicted felon and you pos
sess a firearm, you have committed a 
new, separate Federal crime for which 
there is a mandatory minimum sen
tence. I think that is a very important 
concept that exists already, and that is 
the precedent for this. This is a Federal 
law because it reaches interstate trans
portation of firearms, and it is there 
for the same reason we want to put this 
in law, because it is there to discourage 
people from the use of firearms who are 
the bad guys out there doing these 
crimes, and we already have a prece
dent of the State felon being convicted 
of committing a Federal crime which is 
just simple possession on the books. 
What we want to put on th.e books is an 
additional new crime, if you are out 
there for the first time committing a 
felony or drug trafficking offense, 
which is undoubtedly also a felony, if it 
is violent or drug trafficking, you can, 
in that situation, even if you do not 
have the additional sentence, you can 
get the additional punishment that 
goes with it. 

I would like to address the concern 
that suddenly we are going to flood the 
Federal system. We have had this other 
one on the books for a long time and 
we have not flooded the Federal sys
tem. We have minimum Federal sen
tencing out there for using a firearm as 
a separate punishment, and we have 
not flooded the system. We would like 
to see more convictions. I would like to 
see more sentences in this area of mini
mum mandatory at the Federal level, 
but this is a discretionary tool for se
lective use by U.S. attorneys around 
the country. No 383 percent or 384 per
cent increase in Federal prison popu
lations is going to occur because it is 
not going to be used that consistently. 
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There is disparity in sentences because 
these are minimum mandatory sen
tences in a given stated statutory 
crime. If you commit the crime and are 
prosecuted and convicted for it, you 
are going to do the amount of time, in 
fact. That is the important part. 

We need to put certainty and swift
ness of punishment back into our 
criminal justice system if we are ever 
going to have deterrents in there today 
for violent crime, and this would go an 
enormous way toward putting cer
tainty and swiftness back into sentenc
ing and sending a message. The very 
fact it is on the books would give a 
plea bargaining tool at the very least 
for Federal and State prosecutors in 
dealing with the hardened criminals 
and those out there who would commit 
crimes with guns. I can see that mes
sage sent today if we adopt this and it 
becomes law. If you use a gun any
where in the country in the commis
sion of a violent crime or a drug of
fense, boy are you in trouble. It is long 
overdue that we send that message. 
That is the ultimate control of guns in 
the way they should be, by locking up 
the person who uses them and not try
ing to control what is uncontrollable, 
and that is the gun itself. This is a way 
to deal with the violent crime problem 
in America, one of the ways, one of the 
critical ways. By passing my motion to 
instruct tonight, we go a long way to
ward sending that message, asking our 
conferees to bring some reason in to 
this debate over violent crime and 
some resolution to it by giving our 
prosecutors the tools that they need. 

Again, it is a very important message 
and I urge my colleagues to vote yes on 
the McCollum motion to instruct to 
send this that message to the crimi
nals: "Don't use the guns or you are 
going to do the time." 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Florida, 
[Mr. MCCOLLUM]. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ob
ject to the vote on the ground that a 
quorum is not present, and make the 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. pro tempore. Evi
dently a quorum is not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 291, nays 
128, answered "present', not voting 15, 
as follows: 

Ackerman 
Allard 
Andrews (NJ) 
Andrews (TX) 
Applegate 
Archer 
Armey 
Bachus (AL) 
Baesler 
Baker (CA) 
Baker (LA) 
Ballenger 
Barca 
Barcia 
Barrett (NE) 
Bartlett 
Barton 
Bevill 
Bil bray 
B111rakls 
Bishop 
Billey 
Blute 
Boehlert 
Boehner 
Bonilla 
Boucher 
Brewster 
Browder 
Brown (OH) 
Bryant 
Bunning 
Burton 
Buyer 
Byrne 
Callahan 
Calvert 
Camp 
Canady 
Cantwell 
Carr 
Castle 
Chapman 
Clement 
Clinger 
Coble 
Coleman 
Collins (GA) 
Combest 
Condit 
Cooper 
Costello 
Cramer 
Crane 
Crapo 
Cunningham 
Danner 
Darden 
Deal 
De Lay 
Deutsch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dickey 
Dooley 
Dornan 
Dreier 
Duncan 
Dunn 
Durbin 
Edwards (TX) 
Ehlers 
Emerson 
Engel 
English 
Everett 
Ewing 
Fawell 
Fazio 
Fields (TX) 
Fllner 
Fingerhut 
Fish 
Fowler 
Franks (CT) 
Franks (NJ) 
Frost 
Furse 
Gallegly 
Gejdenson 
Gekas 
Geren 
Gibbons 
Gilchrest 

[Roll No. 340] 
YEAS-291 

G!llmor 
Gilman 
Gingrich 
Goodlatte 
Goodling 
Gordon 
Goss 
Grams 
Grandy 
Green 
Greenwood 
Gunderson 
Hall(OH) 
Hall(TX) 
Hamilton 
Hancock 
Hansen 
Harman 
Hastert 
Hayes 
Hefley 
Herger 
Hoagland 
Hobson 
Hochbrueckner 
Hoekstra 
Holden 
Houghton 
Hufflngton 
Hunter 
Hutchinson 
Inhofe 
Ins lee 
Is took 
Johnson (CT) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Johnson, Sam 
Johnston 
Kaptur 
Kasi ch 
Kennedy 
Kennelly 
Klldee 
Kim 
King 
Kingston 
Kleczka 
Klein 
Klink 
Klug 
Knollenberg 
Kolbe 
Kreidler 
Ky! 
Lambert 
Lancaster 
Lantos 
LaRocco 
Lazio 
Leach 
Lehman 
Levin 
Levy 
Lewis (CA) 
Lewis (FL) 
Lewis (KY) 
Lightfoot 
Linder 
Lloyd 
Long 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Machtley 
Maloney 
Mann 
Manton 
Manzullo 
Margol!es-

Mezvlnsky 
Markey 
Matsui 
Mazzoll 
McCandless 
McColl um 
McCrery 
Mc Dade 
McHale 
McHugh 
Mclnnls 
McKean 
McNulty 
Meehan 

Menendez 
Meyers 
Mfume 
Mica 
Miller(FL) 
Minge 
Moakley 
Molinari 
Montgomery 
Moorhead 
Moran 
Murphy 
Murtha 
Myers 
Neal (MA) 
Nussle 
Oberstar 
Obey 
Ortiz 
Orton 
Oxley 
Packard 
Pallone 
Parker 
Paxon 
Peterson (MN) 
Petri 
Pombo 
Pomeroy 
Portman 
Po shard 
Pryce (OH) 
Quillen 
Quinn 
Rahall 
Ramstad 
Ravenel 
Regula 
Reynolds 
Richardson 
Ridge 
Roberts 
Roemer 
Rogers 
Roth 
Roukema 
Rowland 
Royce 
Sangmelster 
Santo rum 
Sarpallus 
Saxton 
Schaefer 
Schenk 
Schiff 
Sensenbrenner 
Shaw 
Shays 
Shepherd 
Shuster 
Slslsky 
Skeen 
Skelton 
Slattery 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (OR) 
Smith (TX) 
Snowe 
Solomon 
Spence 
Spratt 
Stearns 
Stenholm 
Strickland 
Stump 
Stupak 
Sundquist 
Swett 
Talent 
Tanner 
Tauzin 
Taylor (MS) 
Taylor (NC) 
Tejeda 
Thomas (CA) 
Thomas(WY) 
Thurman 
Torkildsen 
Torres 
Torricelli 
Traflcant 
Tucker 
Unsoeld 

Upton 
Volkmer 
Vucanov!ch 
Walker 
Walsh 

Abercrombie 
Andrews (ME) 
Bacchus (FL) 
Barlow 
Barrett (WI) 
Becerra 
Bellenson 
Bentley 
Bereuter 
Berman 
Blackwell 
Boni or 
Borski 
Brooks 
Brown (CA) 
Brown (FL) 
Cardin 
Clay 
Clayton 
Clyburn 
Collins (IL) 
Coll1ns (MI) 
Conyers 
Coppersmith 
Cox 
Coyne 
DeFazlo 
DeLauro 
Dellums 
Derrick 
Dingell 
Dixon 
Doolittle 
Edwards (CA) 
Eshoo 
Evans 
Farr 
Fields (LA) 
Flake 
Foglletta 
Ford (TN) 
Frank (MA) 
Gephardt 

Bateman 
de la Garza 
Dicks 
Ford (MI) 
Gallo 

Weldon 
Wilson 
Wolf 
Wyden 
Young (AK) 

NAYS-128 
Glickman 
Gonzalez 
Gutierrez 
Hamburg 
Hastings 
Hefner 
Hilliard 
Hinchey 
Hoke 
Horn 
Hoyer 
Hughes 
Hyde 
Inglis 
Jacobs 
Jefferson 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kanjorski 
Kopetskl 
LaFalce 
Laughlin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lipinski 
Martinez 
McCloskey 
McDermott 
McKinney 
Meek 
Miller (CA) 
Mine ta 
Mink 
Mollohan 
Morella 
Nadler 
Neal (NC) 
Olver 
Owens 
Pastor 
Payne (NJ) 
Payne (VA) 
Pelosi 
Penny 
Peterson (FL) 

Young (FL) 
Zeliff 
Zimmer 

Pickett 
Pickle 
Porter 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rohrabacher 
Rose 
Rostenkowskl 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Sabo 
Sanders 
Sawyer 
Schroeder 
Schumer 
Scott 
Serrano 
Skaggs 
Slaughter 
Smith (IA) 
Smith (MI) 
Stokes 
Studds 
Swift 
Synar 
Thompson 
Thornton 
Towns 
Valentine 
Velazquez 
Vento 
Vlsclosky 
Waters 
Watt 
Waxman 
Wheat 
Williams 
Wise 
Woolsey 
Wynn 
Yates 

NOT VOTING-15 
Hutto 
Livingston 
Mccurdy 
McMillan 
Michel 

D 1909 

Ros-Lehtinen 
Sharp 
Stark 
Washington 
Whitten 

Ms. VELAZQUEZ and Messrs. 
ROHRABACHER, HOKE, SCHUMER, 
and WISE changed their vote from 
"yea" to "nay." 

Mr. TORRES, Ms. FURSE, and Mr. 
MOAKLEY changed their vote from 
"nay" to "yea." 

So the motion to instruct was agreed 
to. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

D 1910 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3838, HOUSING AND COMMU
NITY DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103-612) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 482) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3838) to amend and extend 
certain laws relating to housing and 
community development, and for other 
purposes; which was referred to the 
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House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3870, ENVIRONMENT AL 
TECHNOLOGIES ACT OF 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103--613) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 483) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3870) to promote the re
search and development of environ
mental technologies, which was re
ferred to the House Calendar and or
dered to be printed. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR . CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 4604, BUDGET CONTROL ACT 
OF 1994 
Mr. MOAKLEY, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 103--614) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 484) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 4604) to establish direct 
spending targets, and for other pur
poses, which was referred to the House 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

MOTION TO INSTRUCT CONFEREES 
ON H.R. 3355, VIOLENT CRIME 
CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCE
MENT ACT OF 1993 
Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, pursu

ant to rule XXVIII, clause l(b), I offer 
a privileged motion on the bill (H.R. 
3355) to amend the Omnibus Crime Con
trol and Safe Streets Act of 1968 to 
allow grants to increase police pres
ence, to expand and improve coopera
tive efforts between law enforcement 
agencies and members of the commu
nity to address crime and disorder 
problems, and otherwise to enhance 
public safety. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). The Clerk will report the mo
tion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. HOAGLAND moves that the managers on 

the part of the House at the conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate amend
ment to the bill H.R. 3355 be instructed to 
meet promptly on all issues committed to 
conference with the managers on the part of 
the Senate. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] 
will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. 
MCCOLLUM] will be recognized for 30 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND]. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to begin by con
gratulating Chairman BROOKS and 
members of the Judiciary Committee, 
and Chairman SCHUMER and members 

of the Crime and Criminal Justice Sub
committee, for their very fine work in 
connection with House bill 3355, the 
Violent Crime Control and Law En
forcement Act of 1994. It is truly an ex
cellent bill which incorporates the lat
est of concepts and practices, the latest 
knowledge we have, on how to punish 
and prevent crime in America. 

As we all know, over 95 percent of all 
crime is prosecuted at the local level. 
Most anticrime laws and resources are 
in the hands of the State legislators, 
county boards, and city councils 
around the country. 

But there are some things. we can do 
here at the Federal level to assist their 
efforts. This crime bill helps substan
tially. 

Every community in this country is 
plagued by violent crime and it's time 
to break the gridlock. It's time to send 
a message, we're serious about fighting 
crime. 

It's time we enact the "3 strikes and 
you're out" provision identifying the 
relatively small percentage of all 
criminals who commit the most serious 
crimes. We must identify those people 
and put them away for long periods of 
time. States with such provisions re
port excellent results. 

It's time to put more police officers 
on the street. We have 600,000 police of
ficers on the street already. This bill 
would add up to another 100,000. Experi
ences in Houston and elsewhere show 
that more blue uniforms involved in 
community policing really does work. 

It's time to enact a ban on assault 
weapons. I have yet to hear any good 
reason as to why 19 specified assault 
weapons should be available for anyone 
to purchase over the counter in Amer
ica for as little as $300. 

It's time to target funding for pro
grams like Byrne grants. These funds 
go to cooperative law enforcement ef
forts like the Metropolitan Drug Task 
Force in Nebraska which has resulted 
in 2,000 arrests and confiscated 600 guns 
from drug dealers. 

It's time to set up regional prisons to 
take the load off State penitentiaries 
and place violent criminals in appro
priate confinements. 

It's time to enact a whole range of 
preventive measures such as midnight 
basketball and counseling for dysfunc
tional families which can help prevent 
youngsters from starting down the 
path of violent crime to begin with. 

So you see, ladies and gentleman, 
this crime bill contains many impor
tant provisions which will help deter 
crime in America. The crime bill 
passed the Senate on November 19, 
1993. Our crime bill here in the House 
passed April 21, 1994. Two weeks after 
that on May 5, 1994, the assault weap
ons ban passed the House. 

Since then we have heard nothing. 
Has the bill gone into a black hole? 
Did the collision on Jupiter take it 

out? 

What happened? 
Between April 21 and now: 
The House Ways and Means Commit

tee has reported a heal th care bill of 
over 1,200 pages. 

The Education and Labor Committee 
has marked up and reported a heal th 
care bill of over 1,000 pages. 

The House has considered and passed 
most of 13 appropriations bills. Yet we 
have no crime bill. 

In the meantime the criminals 
haven't stopped. Every day that goes 
by is another day without an assault 
weapons ban, without more police offi
cers on the street, and without three 
strikes and you're out. 

Just in the past week in my commu
nity, the violence has continued. There 
was a fatal drive-by shooting, and a 
robbery at a local convenience store 
that resulted in one young man's 
death. In the last few months, an elder
ly woman was attacked and beaten to 
death with a board by a young man 
who lived nearby, and a 13-year-old was 
caught with a handgun and 500 rounds 
of ammunition at an area middle 
school. This crime bill is not a pana
cea, but it's a start. 

The criminals in America are not 
concerned about differences of opinion 
among the conferees. Every day, there 
are: 

Another 3,927 violent crimes commit
ted; 28,800 property crimes committed; 
65 murders; 288 women are raped; and 
4,320 cars are stolen-some weeks in 
Omaha it is over 100 cars are stolen. 

And the crime conference continues 
to dither. 

The only thing the criminals will un
derstand is: three strikes and your out; 
more police officers on the street; lim
its on their ability to purchase assault 
weapons; regional prisons; and a lot of 
other things we have in this bill. 

The criminals don't care about the 
progress of the conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on 
the House amendment to the Senate 
amendment or the Senate amendment 
to the House amendment. 

We have to speak their language, not 
the language of the conferees. That 
means passing this bill. 

That means providing funds for mili
tary-style boot camps for young offend
ers. That means providing money to 
build regional prisons so we can put 
violent criminals behind bars and keep 
them there. That means banning as
sault weapons. There is no reason that 
weapons designed for war should be 
readily available on the streets of Ne
braska endangering our police officers 
and our families. 

The Parliamentarian told me that I 
could not file a motion to instruct con
ferees to report the bill by the end of 
this week, or the middle of next week 
because that would be out of order. 

The closest I could come to a motion 
to instruct is to meet promptly. 

But make no mistake about it, this 
motion should be construed as a mo
tion to return the bill promptly-by 
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the end of this week or the middle of 
next week. 

That is what this vote means, and 
Mr. Speaker, there is no reason the 
conferees can't meet tonight, tomor
row, tomorrow afternoon, and tomor~ 
row night until they finish their work 
and get the bill to us by Friday or by 
midweek of next week. 

Other committees are doing it. 
What's the delay. 

Mr. Speaker, get us a crime bill 
promptly so we can get it passed and 
into effect-now. 

D 1920 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 
Mr. HOAGLAND. I yield to the gen

tleman from California. 
Mr. EDWARDS of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Nebraska for yielding and thank him 
for his speech. 

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to assure the 
gentleman from Nebraska, and indeed 
all the Members of the House, that al
though the conference has only had one 
formal meeting, we are meeting con
stantly with Members of the Senate 
and with ourselves to promptly resolve 
the conference. This is a 1,100 page bill 
that changes a lot of things in America 
insofar as criminal justice is con
cerned. 

We are, and our obligation as con
ferees is, to support the will of the 
House, and we are trying to do that. 
And we are trying very, very hard. We 
are being aided by our Speaker, by Sen
ator BIDEN, and by the President of the 
United States, and by the Chief of 
Staff, Leon Panetta. 

I want to assure the gentleman from 
Nebraska and everybody else that we 
are not delaying this conference. We 
expect it to move ahead. We are asking 
for the conference to meet tomorrow or 
the next day, but I am confident that 
we will begin meeting on Monday. If we 
do, as I think we are well on the road 
to be doing, we will have resolved in 
these private meetings most of the 
tough issues, and we will have a bipar
tisan bill that can pass overwhelm
ingly. 

So I am certainly in favor of the gen
tleman's motion to instruct the con
ferees, and I am going to vote for it. I 
urge an "aye" vote, and we go home. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, re-: 
claiming my time, I appreciate those 
assurances. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. MciCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly support the 
gentleman's proposal tonight, the mo
tion to instruct to get the conferees to 
act on the crime bill. But I find there 
is a lot of irony in this. 

First of all, I heard the gentleman 
from California, whom I respect great
ly, one of five senior members of the 

Committee on the Judiciary, comment 
there were meetings constantly going 
on privately, but we have not had the 
public meetings. I would say those 
meetings are all on the other side of 
the aisle. I do not know a single House 
Republican who has been included in 
any of those meetings. 

In fact, it is the problems of the 
other side and their gridlock over, I 
presume, the Racial Justice Act or so
called Racial Justice Act that would, 
according to the attorneys general of 
the 50 States and our district attorneys 

·around the country, effectively end the 
death penalty in the United States if it 
were to become law, and it is in our 
House bill. It is that proposal that has 
got the Democrat Party hung up, un
able to resolve this. 

They are meeting privately. I do not 
know any Republican that has been 
meeting. We have been going on and on 
like the gentleman form Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND] has been saying. The Sen
ate passed its bill in November. We 
passed our bill in April. We had con
ferees appointed in May. We had one 
meeting on June 16 that was public 
where the conferees did get to give 
speeches, but we never had a chance to 
get out and get with the business. 

I hope when we have a conference, 
that we are going to find it is biparti
san, that we will actually be able to do 
what the Committee on Banking, Fi
nance and Urban Affairs did yesterday 
on a couple of bills in conference, is 
walk them through and let each Mem
ber have an input into it and have the 
discussions and the debates and the 
amendments that you normally associ
ate with a conference, that we did not 
have last Congress when we had a 
crime bill that unfortunately did not 
become law. 

I would note one other irony in here 
of particular concern to me. While I 
have a lot of respect for the gentleman 
from Nebraska, who has brought this 
proposal today, I have to note that he 
twice voted for the Racial Justice Act 
that last got them hung up on the 
other side in his own party. I gave him 
the opportunity twice. One time his 
vote was the decisive vote. It only 
passed this House by one vote. It is 
nonsense. It should have not been 
passed in the first place. If it had not 
been passed and he had not voted for it 
then, it would be a problem today and 
we would have gotten on with this con
ference and long been meeting. That 
seems to be the pro bl em. 

I must say the American public is 
tired of our messing around. They are 
concerned with violent crime in this 
country. They are very concerned with 
the fact that 6 percent of the criminals 
are committing better than 70 percent 
of the violent crimes, and those 6 per
cent are not serving but about a third 
of their sentences. They want to see us 
enact laws that will help the States to 
incarcerate those criminals, and get to 

truth in sentencing, and provide the 
funding for the prisons. And they 
would like to see us do what is not in 
our crime bill even. They would like to 
see us end the endless appeals that 
death row inmates have, that the other 
side of the aisle, the gentleman from 
Nebraska who is offering this side, his 
side is hung up on and never been able 
to let us get a good provision out of 
here that indeed allow us to continue 
to have the death penalty in the United 
States. 

They would like to see us have some
thing we did not get a chance to vote 
on this year, because his party and the 
Committee on Rules did not allow us to 
have that, which is the opportunity to 
change the rules of evidence on 
searches and seizures, so local law en
forcement can get more evidence in to 
get convictions in a lot of these crimes 
where people are getting off, the so
called exclusionary rule to the · good 
faith exception. 

So I find while they definitely want 
to see us act and we all want to see the 
conference act, that anybody standing 
here tonight on the other side calling 
for us to act promptly on a matter that 
they produced the problem on in the 
first place, and their party is hung up 
in, really has a lot of ironic questions 
that have been raised, even though we 
are going to support this motion. 

I think, appropriately, it has given 
the Republicans the opportunity, as we 
are taking tonight to say wait a 
minute now, where is the bipartisan
ship? Where is the opportunity for us 
to get in there in the room? Where is 
the opportunity for us to be in those 
so-called private meetings, hammering 
out some of these things. 

Our staff have not even been in
volved. At least o~ the other major 
committees I am involved with, Repub
lican and Democratic staff on both the 
House and Senate are getting together 
to work out these details so we have an 
agreement. 

In this particular bill, the history of 
the Committee on the Judiciary is for 
them to work it out on the Democrat 
side in some secret meeting some
where. It looks like it is happening 
again this time. I am saddened by that 
fact. 

But yes, I want us to meet promptly. 
There is a violent crime every 22 sec
onds. The gentleman is right. There are 
476,370 people who have been victims of 
violent crime in the 90 days that have 
elapsed since the crime bill was passed 
by this House; 277,830 have been vic
tims of aggravated assault; 26,820, ac
cording to the time clock, have been 
victims of rape in those 90 days. And 
5,850 Americans have been murdered 
since the House passed a crime bill 
that we have not been . able to get a 
conference on, because the other side is 
hung up trying to come to some resolu
tion internally to please one of its fac
tions on the issue that is spurious 
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about the question of so-called racial 
justice. 

I am for equal justice in sentencing 
and fairness, and I do not want race to 
be a part of any sentencing. But let me 
tell you, I do not want to abolish the 
death penalty in this country, and that 
is what the AG's and district attorneys 
say that provision would do. That is 
what is causing this bill to be hung up, 
I am told. I am not in the room, but I 
am told that there is a big fight over 
there on your side. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Flor
ida [Mr. DEUTSCH]. 

Mr. DEUTSCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
urge the conferees on H.R. 4092, the 
Violent Crime Control and Law En
forcement Act, to report this vital 
measure immediately. We simply can
not afford to hold the safety of our 
streets hostage to political haranguing 
any longer. 

Over 3 months ago, an overwhelming 
majority of the House passed this legis
lation, which represents the largest 
Federal anticrime commitment in 
American history. The legislation 
passed by the Senate is similar to the 
House legislation on the major issues. 
However we cannot seem to come to 
agreement long enough to take the 
first step in taking back our commu
nities. This is what they mean by poli
tics as usual. 

We cannot afford to wait any longer. 
Each day that passes without a report 
from the conferees, is another day 
without three strikes and you're out, 
another day without more ·police offi
cers on the street, and another day 
with military-style assault weapons 
freely available to kill innocent per
sons. 

Our communities desperately need 
the conferees to report this bill and we 
in Congress need to pass it. Not only do 
we need this bill passed to ban mili
tary-style assault weapons, but passage 
of our anticrime bill is necessary to 
prohibit the transfer of guns and am
munition of juveniles. 

Among the most important reasons 
we must pass this bill is to authorize 
between $1.8 and $6.9 billion for crime 
prevention programs to provide edu
cation, treatment, recreation, and job 
opportunities for at-risk youth. 

Every day without a crime bill in my 
district is a day in which the Broward 
County Juvenile Justice Program goes 
without the essential funds it needs. 
Funds that would be used to keep our 
children in school. Funds that would be 
used to evaluate the many problems of 
juvenile offenders and give them the 
treatment they so desperately need. 
This is just one example among many 
from my congressional district of how 
our delay in getting a report from the 
crime bill conferees is shortchanging 
our constituents and our society. 

Today is yet another day in which 
the crime bill will not be passed. Today 
and every day we delay reporting this 
bill is a day in which thousands of new 
cops will not be put on the street. Con
sider all of the prison beds which will 
not be constructed today. Think about 
the drug kingpins who will be allowed 
to kill without fear of the death pen
alty today. Think of the assault weap
ons which will not be taken off the 
street today, and most importantly 
think of the lives which may be lost 
due to our lack of action on this criti
cal piece of legislation. 

Today the House and Senate will not 
ensure that criminals receive swift and 
sure punishment. Today we will not ex
tend the death penalty to crimes like 
trafficking in large amounts of drugs, 
killings by drug kingpins of police offi
cers, drive-by shootings which result in 
death, espionage, treason, murder of 
law enforcement officials, and in ten- . 
tional killing of witnesses which re
sults in death. And, the States will 
have to wait until we can act before 
having access to between $6.5 and $14.1 
billion for building new prisons. 

Mr. Speaker, the conferees have had 3 
months to work out the differences be
tween the two measures. Every day 
that they continue to confer, the law
abiding citizens of America suffer from 
random gun violence, lack of police 
protection, and a fear that crime will 
go unpunished. 

Therefore, it is time to report the 
anticrime bill so that we can send it to 
the President and put the Federal Gov
ernment back on the side of America's 
law-abiding citizens. 

D 1930 
Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

5 minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. HYDE], a 
member of the Committee on the Judi
ciary . . 

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
take this opportunity to salute the 
gentleman from Nebraska who has 
shown great courage and inventiveness 
in bringing this question forward in 
this method, instructing the managers 
to meet promptly. 

I think it is amazing that we need 
this instruction as a lever, as a device 
to get some momentum going on the 
crime bill, which everyone has been 
posturing over and flexing muscles and 
talking about how serious the problem 
is and all the great things these bills 
do to grapple with that problem. 

We named our conferees in the House 
April 21. That is 3 months ago tomor
row. And then 52 additional House con
ferees were appointed May 17. That is 
over 2 months ago. And the Senate con
ferees were appointed May 19. But here 
we are in the deep freeze, frozen in 
amber, immovable, intransigent. Noth
ing is happening. Yet we hear this cas
cade of statistics about the rapes and 
the car shootings and the kidnapings 
and there is no movement. 

So we on this side are stunned by this 
sudden burst of activity on the part of 
the majority party. We can only say, 
there has been one meeting of the con
ferees, and that was June 16, when 
opening statements were made. And 
then it has been Death Valley. Nothing 
is going on that we know of. 

The gentleman from California said 
there had been meetings. These are 
steal th meetings because no Repub
licans have been invited and no Repub
lican staff. So they are negotiating be
tween themselves, and this may be the 
most expeditious way to go, but we do 
not know that. Nobody knows that. 
And the gentleman from Nebraska [Mr. 
HOAGLAND] does not know that or he 
would not be bringing this motion to 
instruct. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Nebraska a question, if I could 
capture his attention for a moment. · 

Mr. UPTON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. UPTON. Are these crime meet
ings? The gentleman said they are 
going in smoke-filled rooms. Is this 
sort of like heal th care? 

Mr. HYDE. I do not know about 
smoke-filled rooms, but they are going 
on behind closed doors. 

I would like to ask the gentleman 
from Nebraska a question. 

I take it that the gentleman attends 
Democratic caucus meetings and that 
he attends meetings where the Speaker 
and the majority leader and the power
ful chairman of the Committee on the 
Judiciary are present. Has he ever ad
dressed them on this subject and asked 
them why we have not had con
ferences? There has been considerable 
discussion over here. 

Would the gentleman share with us 
their responses to him? I do not want 
him to betray a confidence, but what 
have they told him when he asked 
them when in the heck are we going to 
have a conference on the crime bill? 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HYDE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Nebraska. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, that 
there are a number of complicated is
sues that need to be worked out. 

Mr. HYDE. But not with us. It is 
among themselves, these complicated 
issues, is that the gentleman's under
standing? 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Well, we did not 
discuss who was involved in the com
plicated issues conferences, only that 
they are very complicated. Of course, 
those of us who are anxious to get this 
passed and get it enacted, so the deter
rent effect in many of these provisions 
can continue to be felt, can begin to be 
felt, I should say. · 

Mr. HYDE. I just wanted to say again 
that I salute the gentleman's courage 
in standing up on his side and saying, 
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let us get going. I think that is wonder
ful. It is something we Republicans can 
all assent to with some enthusiasm. 
And if the gentleman ever gets any an
swers, I would appreciate it if he would 
let us know. I thank the gentleman 
very much. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Idaho 
[Mr. LAROCCO]. 

Mr. LAROCCO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Nebraska for 
bringing this motion to the floor. I 
think that what we are doing here is 
talking about a sense of urgency. 

I do not come to the well here to 
point fingers at the minority or the 
majority. I just come here to bring a 
message from the people of Idaho that 
they want to see this issue resolved. I 
think that we want to move ahead as 
fast as we can. 

People are waiting in America for us 
to resolve this issue. The gentleman 
has brought us this motion, and I think 
it is important to discuss that we want 
to have a vote on this. We want to do 
it quickly. We want to work hard. That 
is the expectations from the people of 
America, that we do our business here. 
I think it is OK to focus on this. 

I have told people that I did not come 
to town to dance. I came here to make 
a change in people's lives, and in a 
positive way. I think we have taken a 
bold step on the floor of the House here 
in the past to resolve the crime issue, 
and I hope that we can move forward. 

I like certain aspects of this bill. I 
voted for it. Truth in sentencing, police 
on the beat, boot camps, prevention 
measures. It is a smart bill. It is a 
tough bill. I want to vote on it. And 
there are going to be aspects of it that 
I might not like, but we need to have 
this opportunity before we go home for 
the August break. The gentleman from 
Nebraska makes a good point. 

I like three-strikes-and-you're-out. 
People in my district want it, and they 
want us to have a vote on it. And they 
want us to take care of this soon. 

I thank the gentleman. My purpose 
here is to address the House, not to 
point fingers at anybody, but I think 
that the gentleman is going to add 
some momentum to the urgency of 
bringing this matter to the floor of the 
House. 

I think he feels it from his constitu
ents in Omaha. I feel it all the way 
from Boise and Priest Lake and Port 
Hill, ID. Right after we passed this bill, 
3 months after, I went home to a boot 
camp in Idaho and saw how well that 
was working in our great State where 
they mixed education up with preven
tion and detention. It worked there. 
They said, let us go on with this. Let 
us do it at the Federal level and do it 
right. 

I met with police chiefs, detention of
ficers. They said, let us move ahead. 
Let us be smart. Let us be tough. Let 
us get on with it. That is my message 
today. I support this motion. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from Ar
kansas [Ms. LAMBERT]. 

Ms. LAMBERT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of Representative 
HOAGLAND's motion to instruct con
ferees to meet promptly in order to 
pass the crime bill right away. 

On April 21 of this year, the House 
passed H.R. 4092, the Violent Crime 
Control and Law Enforcement Act of 
1994. It has now been 3 months since 
that date, and the longer we wait to 
pass this bill, Mr. Speaker, the longer 
the citizens of our Nation must endure 
the violent crime that is sweeping our 
Nation. 

As a resident of the rural first dis
trict of Arkansas, I am particularly 
concerned about FBI statistics that 
show that violent crime is rising 5 per
cent faster in rural areas than in urban 
ones. The peaceful picture of rural 
America that depicts the little white 
house surrounded by a white picket 
fence and children happy at play is 
soon to be a picture of the past if we do 
not. take immediate action. With a 
strong balance between punishment 
and prevention measures, our crime 
bill will provide the resources that will 
help our families, our communities, 
and our government work together to 
fight crime. 

We, as legislators, have a duty to en
sure the safety and protection of all 
Americans. But until we pass 
anticrime legislation, our citizens will 
not have the resources to fight the 
crime that has invaded each and every 
one of their lives. I therefore urge our 
conferees to meet promptly to smooth 
out differences in our crime package, 
so that we can pass this bill and help 
make our Nation safe again. 

D 1940 
Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. MENENDEZ]. 

Mr. MENENDEZ. Mr. Speaker, on 
April 21, this body passed a comprehen
sive crime bill to combat the pervasive 
crime problem in this Nation, and al
most 3 months later it remains pending 
in conference. The American people de
serve and need the benefits of this leg
islation. They deserve to see more po
lice officers on their streets. They de
serve to feel safe within their schools, 
homes, and communities, and they de
serve it today. 

In my home State of New Jersey, 
5,951 persons out of every 100,000 are 
the victims of violent crimes. In the 
past decade violent crime has risen 54 
percent nationwidr . With statistics 
like these, it is no surprise that the No. 
1 concern of Americans is crime, spe
cifically violent crime. 

Yesterday, the New Jersey papers 
carried three separate stories about the 
murders of six different people: A Jer
sey City man who slashed the throats 
of his ex-girlfriend's mother, sister, 

niece, and nephew; two motorcycle 
gangs which clashed at a picnic, leav
ing two people dead, two critically in
jured and eight wounded; and a young 
man who kidnapped, sexually as
saulted, and murdered a young girl. 
Two of these victims were ages 6 and 7. 
For Shakaya Roberts and Amanda 
Wengert the crime bill is already too 
late. Their murderers will not be sub
ject to the three strikes provision. 

The crime statistics which confront 
our children now do not have to reflect 
our future. Through the implementa
tion of effective prevention and non
violent conflict solution programs, and 
by keeping our youth in school, we can 
avoid their traveling down the wrong 
road. There are no easy or precise solu
tions to the problem of violent crime; 
however, I do believe the crime bill will 
be a major step toward safer streets 
and safer school hallways and sa.fer 
comm uni ties. 

The crime bill renews our fight 
against this malignancy which has in
vaded our streets, our schools, and our 
lives. I urge my colleagues to support 
Representative HOAGLAND's motion to 
instruct conferees and to get the job 
done now. Let us have a crime bill now. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. FILNER]. 

Mr. FILNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Nebraska for giv
ing us the sense of urgency on this 
issue. 

Mr. Speaker, today is day 34 of a hos
tage crisis in Congress. Sent to a con
ference committee on June 16, the 
crime bill has been held hostage in 
committee for 34 long days. 

But while Congress fiddles, America 
burns. Criminals go to work every day: 
in our streets, in our parks, in our busi
nesses, and in our homes. 

From San Diego to Washington, the 
message is clear: crime is out of con
trol and the people want action. 

We need to put more cops on the 
streets. We need to get assault weapons 
out of the hands of children. We need 
to make community policing a part of 
every community. We . need to fight 
violent crime. And yes, we need to cre
ate jobs, build schools, provide decent 
housing, and restore hope to neighbor
hoods across America. 

None of us will apprc ve of everything 
in the crime bill, but the debates have 
been heard and the votes have been 
cast. Let us stop fighting the crime bill 
and start fighting crime. 

Today is day 34 of the crime bill hos
tage crisis. What are we waiting for? 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the 
gentleman from California said that 
the crime bill is being held hostage. It 
is not being held hostage on this side of 
the aisle. As has been discussed before, 
the secret meetings are on the Demo
crat side. Get them to come to the 
floor and we will vote on the thing. 
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The gentleman is rattling his sword 

before the House here. Why does he not 
do it in his conference report, because 
the Republicans are ready to come be
fore the committee, no matter what it 
is. 

The gentleman from Florida said 
that the extremist position is holding 
the crime bill from coming to the floor. 
That is the racial justice. Bring it to 
the floor. We have already voted on it, 
we have debated on it, but go ahead 
and do it. 

What the gentleman is talking about 
is not doing any good. The gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] voted 
for the racial justice bill. That is one of 
the things that is holding this whole 
thing up. Let us bring it to the floor, 
even if it is in there, and I commend 
the gentleman for doing that, but let 
us at least bring it to the floor. 

The gentleman has no problem on 
this side of the aisle . Do it tonight. Our 
Members will show up. But there is no 
problem on this side of the aisle as far 
as bringing the crime bill. When the 
gentleman is talking about holding it 
hostage, it is from the Democrat side. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California [Ms. w ATERS]. 

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, it really does not serve 
any worthwhile purpose to have Mem
bers beginning to point their fingers at 
who is holding up the crime bill. We 
know there are issues unresolved. 

Most of us do not even know what is 
in the chairman's mark, but let me say 
this, it is not the racial justice issue 
that is holding up this crime bill. The 
gentleman must understand that 
whether it is assault weapons or other 
issues, there are many issues that are 
being discussed. Please, I would ask the 
gentleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM], do not take the position 
that racial justice is holding up the 
crime bill. 

The fact of the matter is, there is the 
assault weapon issue and many other 
issues that are being discussed, as the 
gentleman knows, and it is not fair to 
simply point the finger in that way. It 
is irresponsible. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
1 minute to the gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. CUNNINGHAM]. 

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I would say to 
the gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
WATERS], what is irresponsible. We are 
ready to come to the table. Whether it 
is assault weapons, whether it is racial 
justice, or whatever it is, if they want 
to schedule a conference report, if they 
want to go to a conference meeting, let 
us do it. 

The only discussion we · are seeing is 
on that side of the aisle. No Republican 
staff or no Republican on the Commit
tee on the Judiciary has been allowed 
to even discuss it. Bring it to the table 
and we will discuss it. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wis
consin [Mr. BARCA]. 

Mr. BARCA of Wisconsin. Mr. Speak
er, I think it is tremendous. We are in 
the heat of agreement. I gather what 
we want to do is to express our sense of 
urgency that we do need to pass a 
crime bill. Certainly there might be 
items that still divide us, and not to 
minimize those differences, but the 
point is there are far more items that 
unite us. 

Both houses want more cops on the 
streets. Both houses want truth in sen
tencing. Both houses want three
strikes-and-you-are-out. Both houses 
want new tools for prosecutors. Both 
houses want alternative sentencing, 
like boot camps for young people. They 
want crime victim prevention. They 
want preventative efforts for our juve
nile justice system. 

There are many items that are very 
critical to the people of this country, 
to crime victims, to the children, and 
to senior citizens. I say let us work to
gether, let us get it done quickly, and 
I applaud the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. HOAGLAND] . It is time to 
move this bill forward. 

Mr. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, we have had a very in
teresting discussion out here tonight. I 
certainly, as I said at the beginning, 
support the gentleman's motion to in
struct so that the conferees and the 
crime bill move more promptly. I do 
not know any Republican on this side 
of the aisle who does not believe that 
that should be the case. 

However, Mr. Speaker, we have heard 
a whole parade of people come forward 
on the Democrat side of the aisle to 
state their strong convictions about 
this , that, or the other need for some 
provision in the crime bill, and we 
ought to move forward and so forth, 
and it is beginning to sound to me like 
it is a Democrat endangered incumbent 
amendment we are out here producing 
today, so everybody can give their 
testimonials. 

Just as I said earlier, there is a lot of 
irony in this. I do not diminish the im
portance of the subject. I think it is ex
traordinarily important. There is prob
ably not anything that this Congress is 
dealing with that is more important 
than attempting to get to a resolution 
of some law on the books that will help 
the States, and provide a change in the 
climate that truly will lock up the vio
lent criminals who are the repeat vio
lent criminals that are committing 
these crimes in this country and keep 
them locked up. 

We want to do that and to do some of 
the other steps we need to. We may be 
debating some of the fine po in ts and 
having disagreements on where some of 
the resources ought to go. 

D 1950 
But what is ironic about this is that 

we Republicans, while we are listening 

to all of this, have not produced this 
particular motion to instruct. All the 
gridlock is over on the Democrat side. 
We have not been invited, as the gen
tleman from California [Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM] said, into the room. I am 
a conferee. Not one staff member from 
the Committee on the Judiciary House 
conferees nor a member of the commit
tee has been invited into a meeting 
since June 16, when all we did was get 
together publicly to give our opening 
remarks as members. 

It there are negotiations, we do not 
know what they are. We are reading 
and listening to the press accounts and 
listening to what a few of our col
leagues say hither and you dropping 
hints about it. We gather from all that 
I hav.e heard on the various news shows 
on Sunday and so forth that the prob
lem is, contrary to the gentlewoman 
from California, Ms. WATERS', com
ments, the problem has been and still 
is apparently over the dispute within 
the Democrat Party over the so-called 
Racial Justice Act because a sizable 
proportion of the gentlewoman's party 
seems to want to end the death penalty 
as we know it now or at least wants 
provisions that would effectively do 
that as 50 State attorneys general have 
said to us in a resolution they passed 
just a few weeks ago, or the 7,000 dis
trict attorneys, who have said through 
their association, there seems to be a 
strong view by at least a substantial 
portion of the other side of the aisle 
that, indeed, this is the case. 

But I gather that there is a diminish
ing support for this. The gentleman 
from Nebraska [Mr. HOAGLAND] who is 
offering this motion, who understands, 
I think, now, the error of his earlier 
votes, because he voted with us a few 
days ago to reverse his position on the 
Racial Justice Act, probably the gen
tleman knows better than anybody in 
the room that indeed the Racial Jus
tice Act would be trouble in River City, 
it would be now the end of the death 
penalty, would at lease cause us to go 
to sentencing in States that have not 
had the death penalty by quotas, by ra
cial quotas. But the gentleman did 
twice vote for it. The gentleman voted 
for it when he voted against my pro
posal that would strike it from the bill 
on the first day, and as I said earlier, 
had he not done it, we would not be 
here tonight, as I see it, worrying 
about promptness, because the fact of 
the matter is, if the issue is as I hear 
over that issue, it would not even be on 
the table. That was decided effectively 
by one vote. 

Now I know the delegates voted, so 
there was a five or six vote difference 
on paper, but if we took their votes 
away, because they cannot effectively 
have any say here, and if there had 
been one vote difference, we would 
have prevailed on i t and the Racial 
Justice Act would not be here. We 
would have the Equal Justice Act. We 
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would have the provision that should 
have been here all along, that except 
for partisan consideration and failure 
to look at it, a Republican proposal 
would be on the table that would step 
by step prevent racial bias in the 
courtroom, not just in death penalty 
cases but in all cases by providing for 
statutory provisions to protect from 
racial bias in voir dire , in sentencing, 
in every stage of a criminal proceeding. 

But, no, we are wrapped up into par
tisan gridlock on the gentleman's side 
of the aisle. I am amused in that sense 
by it but I am chagrined, as the Amer
ican public is, that all this time has 
passed, all this time has passed since 
we had the initial conferees appointed. 
Ninety days, as we said earlier, have 
passed sine we passed the bill in the 
House. It is time to move on. 

Yes, I will vote for this motion to in
struct, but I again just want to point 
out in closing, we on our side, we Re
publicans have never had a problem 
with moving that crime bill. We have 
not even been invited into the room. I 
challenge anybody to tell us when we 
have been invited into a meeting on 
this other than the opening first day of 
the conference, and we would love to 
have a bipartisan bill. We really want 
one. But we are waiting for the other 
side to give it to us. 

I thank the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. HOAGLAND] for at least of
fering us a chance to express our views 
on this issue tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say briefly, 
this is an opportunity for us this 
evening, an opportunity for the general 
membership of the House to speak, 
those of us that are not on the Com
mittee on the Judiciary perhaps, those 
of us that are not involved in the con
ference to say in a bipartisan coopera
tive basis, "Look, let us just get this 
crime bill out of conference, let us get 
it back to the floor of the House, to the 
floor of the Senate, let us pass it and 
get it to the President." 

There are a lot of difficult issues, no 
question about it. But a lot of other 
committees in this House and other 
conferences in this body have handled 
difficult issues competently and effec
tively and quickly. I think that we can 
get this done. We just need to gather 
all 435 of us, tell the conferees, "Look, 
it has been over 3 months." Please re
solve your differences, please get the 
bill back here because we are losing 
time. 

There are an awful lot of things 
about this crime bill that are ·really 
going to help the crime situation 
throughout the country. We have been 
through the statistics before. There are 
so many thousands of crimes commit
ted every week in America. It is just 
horrendous. And clearly there are a lot 

of provisions in this bill that are really 
going to help deter that crime. A lot of 
the provisions in this bill are going to 
help prevent crime. So let us get the 
differences on a small issue resolved 
and get the bill passed, get it out here, 
get it to the President so we can begin 
to feel the beneficial effects. That is all 
this motion is. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask the adoption of 
the motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
TORRES). Without objection, the pre
vious question is ordered on the motion 
to instruct. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to instruct 
offered by the gentleman from Ne
braska [Mr. HOAGLAND]. 

The motion was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

COMMEMORATING THE 50TH ANNI
VERSARY OF ASSASSINATION 
ATTEMPT OF ADOLF HITLER 
(Mr. DORNAN asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous mate
rial.) 

Mr. DORNAN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
looking forward to the Oxford Debate 
tonight as I hope is a good percentage 
of America. 

I missed a chance this morning to do 
a 1-minute on the 50th anniversary of 
the one glowing moment in the hor
rible reign of terror, Hitler's 12 years of 
the Third Reich, where noble people, 
just a handful, paid with their lives in 
what was called Operation Valkyrie, 
the attempt to kill Adolf Hitler at his 
Wolf's Lair command bunker in East 
Prussia. Claus von Stauffenberg, a 
count, a loyal Roman Catholic of an 
aristocratic family, came within a 
hairsbreath of destroying, with Stalin, 
one of the most evil men in all of re
corded history. I will put in this excel
lent article from the Washington Post 
on the tributes being paid or that were 
paid a few hours ago to von 
Stauffenberg and the 5,000 or so officers 
and noble men who lost their lives in 
Hitler's vicious hanging, fake trials 
and then watching the movies of their 
death for hours on end at his 
Berchtesgaden hideaway. 

Mr. Speaker, sometimes God says no 
to good deeds. The war continued, mil
lions more died, and Germany was 
turned into rubble. The Claus von 
Stauffenberg plot should have been 
hatched in 1940, 1941, 1942, 1943, not 
1944. That is the only cloud over the 
heroic deeds of Operation Valkyrie. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the article re
ferred to in my remarks, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, July 20, 1994] 
GERMANY HONORS ANTI-NAZI PATRIOTS 

(By Rick Atkinson) 
BERLIN-He is an unlikely martyr-a trai

tor whose courage far exceeded his com
petence as an assassin, a conservative aris
tocrat whose admiration for his Nazi superi
ors only gradually yielded to revulsion and 
resistance. 

But Germany must take its war heroes 
where it finds them, and thus Count Claus 
Schenk van Stauffenberg has been elevated 
to demigod status for a noble failure-his 
botched effort to kill Adolf Hitler and end 
the terror of the Third Reich. 

Of the 2,077 days that passed from the be
ginning to the end of World War II, Germans 
can revel in only one-July 20, 1944, the date 
of Stauffenberg's unsuccessful bombing of 
the Fuehrer's East Prussian headquarters. In 
this long season of 50th anniversaries com
memorating by-gone heroics Germany's op
·portunity for fond remembrance has finally 
come around, and the country is making the 
most of it. 

" Nobody likes to celebrate a defeat, as 
Normandy was for us. But the 20th of July is 
really something we're proud of," said Cmdr. 
Joerg Duppler, a military historian at the 
German Defense Ministry. "My opinion is 
that it's the only thing we can be proud of 
during World War II and the Nazi regime." 

Stauffenberg's attempted coup will be hon
ored with a high-level ceremony in Berlin, as 
well as a traveling exhibition titled " Against 
Hitler: German Resistance to National So
cialism, 1933-1945," which opened last Thurs
day at the Library of Congress in Washing
ton. While extolling the virtue of those, like 
Stauffenberg, whose righteous impulses cost 
them their lives, the exhibit inevitably un
derscores how few and ineffectual the resist
ers were. 

"You shouldn't get the impression that 
Germans were resistance fighters; certainly 
not," said Johannes Tuchel, director of Ber
lin 's Memorial to German Resistance. "You 
can point out that during this dictatorship a 
handful of people resisted, but you cannot 
use them to counterbalance the crimes of 
National Socialism. You can't diminish the 
atrocities of the Third Reich." 

As seems inevitable whenever the subject 
of World War II is broached in Germany, con
troversy is not far afield. Chancellor Helmut 
Kohl has grabbed the spotlight for the 50th 
anniversary commemoration today and will 
be the featured speaker at a ceremony on the 
site where Stauffenberg and several co-con
spirators were executed. Kohl 's opponent in 
the upcoming federal election, Social Demo
crat Rudolf Scharping, has accused the chan
cellor of politicizing the event and exploiting 
the sacred memory of German resistance . 

Moreover, Stauffenberg's son, Franz Lud
wig, a businessman and former member of 
parliament, has bitterly objected to honor
ing Communists, socialists and other leftist 
opponents of the Nazi regime. German Com
munists in particular "not only built a sec
ond terrible dictatorship in a part of Ger
many after 1945, but also killed tens of thou
sands of people and had hundreds of thou
sands incarcerated," Franz Ludwig 
Stauffenberg, now 56, told Focus magazine. 

Stauffenberg's objections notwithstanding, 
the exhibition in Washington and the Memo
rial to German Resistance in Berlin remain 
unaltered. "We can't manipulate the resist
ance today and only show those things that 
please us," Tuchel said. "If we want to learn 
fr, m history, we have to show everything, 
whether it's painful or not .... And the 
truth is painful." 



July 20, 1994 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 17245 
In the same way that Steven Spielberg's 

movie "Schindler's List" triggered soul
searching here about why so few German 
citizens acted to prevent the extermination 
of Jews, so has resurgent interest in the July 
20 plot provoked discussion about the obliga
tion to resist tyranny. 

As the Library of Congress exhibition dem
onstrates, resistance to Hitler was diverse 
but never deep. A few clerics spoke out; most 
did not. Other opponents resisted from a dis
tance, such as author Thomas Mann and fu
ture chancellor Willy Brandt, both of whom 
left Germany as Hitler consolidated his 
chokehold on the country. 

Brutal Nazi repression of the Communists 
beginning in 1933 also spawned an under
ground resistance. Members of the Red Or
chestra, a Berlin-based cell made up largely 
of middle-class intellectuals, had some suc
cess in distributing leaflets and passing m111-
tary secrets to the Soviet Union. Those 
caught by the Gestapo were summarily exe
cuted or, like the late East German leader 
Erich Honecker, imprisoned for years. 

" The opportunities for resistance were se
verely limited due to the terror and the ef
fectiveness of political measures, not least of 
all the streamlining of the administration of 
justice that came after 1933," Peter 
Steinbach, a professor of political history, 
wrote in a recent essay. 

In the face of such odds, a few brave souls 
demonstrated extraordinary valor. Students 
and teachers in a University of Munich group 
known as the White Rose, including Hans 
Scholl and his sister Sophie , distributed a 
pamphlet in February 1943 summoning " the 
youth of Germany" ; to rebel; they were ar
rested and beheaded. 

Other groups often resembled secret debat
ing societies rather than havens for bomb
throwing insurrectionists. . Nevertheless, 
they kept alive the flame of decency and 
human dignity in Germany's darkest hour. 
Count Helmuth von Moltke, for example, 
summarized the values of the Kreisau Circle 
in a 1941 memo: " The end of power politics, 
the end of nationalism, the end of the racial 
concept, the end of the state 's power over 
the individual. " 

For Stauffenberg it all boiled down to one 
overriding goal; the end of Hitler. A devout 
Catholic and loyal army officer, 
Stauffenberg's enthusiasm for the Nazi re
gime quickly faded following the 1938 anti
Jewish pogrom known as Kristallnacht. 
Wounded in Tunisia in 1942-he lost his right 
hand and two fingers on his left-the young 
colonel eventually returned to Berlin as 
chief of staff in the General Army Office. 
There he became deeply involved in conspir
acy of officers and political figures appalled 
at Germany's devastating combat losses. 

" Stauffenberg's single-minded determina
tion and dynamic personality quickly 
breathed fresh life into the cabal, " histo
rians Anthony Read and David Fisher have 
written. " By the end of the year (1943] he had 
become its unquestioned leader, dominating 
both the politicians and the generals. " 

Because of his wounds, Stauffenberg was 
unable to wield a pistol, so he decided to kill 
Hitler with a briefcase bomb. His chance 
came on July 20, 1944, at a daily military 
briefing for the Fuehrer at his 
" Wolfsschanze" headquarters in East Prus
sia. After activating the fuse with a pair 
pliers, Stauffenberg carried the briefcase 
into a wooden hut and placed it beneath an 
oak table a few feet from where Hitler was 
standing. 

At 12:37 p.m., Stauffenberg left the room 
on the pretext of taking a phone call. Five 

79--059 0-97 Vol. 140 (Pt. 12) 24 

minutes later, the building was gutted in a 
roar of smoke and flame. Stauffenberg hur
ried to the airfield and flew back to Berlin, 
convinced that Hitler was dead. 

He was not. Another officer had unwit
tingly shoved the briefcase behind a heavy 
oak table leg, which shielded the Fuehrer 
from the blast. The open windows and flimsy 
wooden walls of the building further dimin
ished the power of the blast. Although singed 
and a bit battered, Hitler was essentially 
unhurt. 

In Berlin, the coup quickly collapsed. 
Stauffenberg and three others were arrested 
and marched into a courtyard at army head
quarters. Shortly after midnight, they were 
executed by firing squad. Before the fatal 
volley, Stauffenberg cried, "Long live our sa
cred Germany! " 

Hitler used the assassination attempt to 
purge the army and impose a reign of terror 
that lasted until the end of the war 10 
months later. An estimated 5,000 people, 
most of whom had no connection to the July 
20 plot, were executed after mock trials. 
Many were strangled with piano wire sus
pended from meat hooks. 

Since Germany's emergency from the 
ashes of the war, the nation 's military has 
sought to establish its spiritual ties to 
Stauffenberg and his fellow conspirators 
rather than to the warmongers who became 
the instrument of Hitler's ambitions. 

"The 20th of July is a permanent legacy of 
our state and our armed forces, " said 
Duppler, the military historian. "For those 
of us in the Bundeswehr, the day is a chance 
not only to honor the resistance fighters, but 
also a remdiner of our duty, of the dichot
omy between obedience and the superior ob
ligation to human rights." 

Even so, the country long remained divided 
in its feelings toward men who had violated 
their sacred oath to support the Fuehrer 
unto death. A series of polls has tracked that 
ambivalence for four decades. In 1951, for ex
ample, when asked, " How should the men of 
July 20 be judged?" 45 percent said the con
spirators should be considered favorably, 
while 34 percent judged them negatively, and 
21 percent had no opinion. 

In a similar survey, respondents were 
asked, " When you hear of a soldier or an offi
cial who was a member of a resistance group 
during the war, does that speak for or 
against him?" In 1964, 29 percent replied 
" for, " 32 percent " against," and 39 percent 
were undecided. In 1985, 60 percent answered 
" for," 12 percent "against," and 28 percent 
were undecided. 

As the country celebrates the 50th anniver
sary of the plot, most historians believe 
their fellow Germans now view the resist
ance as a guiding light for "this Western-ori
ented, liberal democratic state that we have 
today, " as Duppler put it. 

Perhaps the most eloquent summation 
comes from a leaflet distributed by the 
White Rose : 

"It is not given to us to pass final judg
ment on the meaning of our history. But if 
this catastrophe is to serve in any way to
ward our salvation, then it can be only 
through this: that we be cleansed by suffer
ing, that we yearn for light in the darkest 
night, that we rouse ourselves and finally 
help cast off the yoke that is oppressing the 
world. " 

RECESS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair will declare a very brief recess. 
Accordingly (at 8 o'clock p.m.), the 

House stood in recess subject to the 
call of the Chair. 

0 2008 
AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore [Mr. NADLER] at 8 o'clock and 
6 minutes p.m. 

OXFORD-STYLE DEBATES 
The SPEAKER pro tempo re. The 

House will again, as it did on May 4, 
1994, conduct a structured debate on a 
mutually agreed upon subject. A Mem
ber recognized by the Chair and hold
ing the floor as moderator will yield 
time to eight members on two teams, 
with each team composed of two Mem
bers from the majority party and two 
Members from the minority party. 

The primary purpose of this debate is 
to enhance the quality of the delibera
tive process of the House of Represent
atives, so as to enable all Members to 
be better informed and to participate 
in subsequent debates and decisions on 
major issues. 

Under the previous orders of Feb
ruary 11, 1994, and June 10, 1994, the 
gentleman from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] 
will be recognized to moderate a struc
tured debate in the format and se
quence that he will describe, which has 
been mutually established by the ma
jority and minority leaders. 

The rules of the House with respect 
to decorum and proper forms of address 
to the Chair will apply during this de
bate. The moderator will yield time to 
the participants and will insist that 
Members not interrupt on other Mem
bers' time. As part of the experiment
and not as a precedent for other pro
ceedings of the House-the moderator 
and the participants will have the aid 
of a visual timing device. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. CARDIN] for up to 2 
hours. 

RESOLVED THAT THE UNITED 
STATES SHOULD USE TRADE 
POLICY TO IMPLEMENT HUMAN 
RIGHTS POLICY 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, tonight 

instead of the normal special orders, 
the House of Representatives is holding 
its third Oxford-style debate . This de
bate differs from the first two that we 
have said in that it is bipartisan in na
ture. The teams are made up of both 
Democrats and Republicans. This de
bate demonstrates how Democrats and 
Republicans can work together to solve 
the problems facing our country. 

The topic for tonight 's debate is: Re
solved that the United States should 
use trade policy to implement human 
rights policy. The debaters supporting 
the resolution are STENY HOYER from 
the 5th District of Maryland, GERALD 
SOLOMON from the 22d District of New 
York, NANCY PELOSI of the 8th District 
of California, and FRANK WOLF of the 
10th District of Virginia. 
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The debaters opposing the resolved 

statement are DAVID DREIER of the 28th 
District of California, MIKE KOPETSKI 
of the 5th District of Oregon, JIM 
KOLBE of the 5th District of Arizona, 
and EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of the 30th 
District of Texas. 

At this time I would like to remind 
the debaters that the time limits will 
be strictly enforced. During the ques
tioning portion of the debate, questions 
will be limited to no more than 30 sec
onds and answers to no more than l 1/2 
minutes. During that period I would 
ask the Members to please remember 
that questions must be asked by the 
questioners and answers must be given 
by the respondents. 

At this time I recognize the gen
tleman from Maryland [Mr. HOYER], 
who is entitled to 3 minutes for an 
opening statement. 

Mr. HOYER. Thank you, Mr. Modera
tor. 

It is our position that America 
should, in appropriate instances, and in 
the face of human rights abuses, use 
trade policy as one of its strategies to 
implement its commitment to univer
sal human rights. We believe America 
has been uniquely a leader in standing 
for human rights and principle in the 
international arena. 

At our birth, Thomas Jefferson stat
ed clearly our conviction which has be
come the world standard. He said that 
we hold these truths to be self-evident: 
That all men are created equal, that 
they are endowed by their Creator with 
certain unalienable rights, that among 
these are life, liberty and the pursuit of 
happiness. 
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Jefferson said that declaration was 

issued out of a decent respect for the 
opinion of mankind. 

Following the Holocaust of the 1930's 
and 1940's, the United Nations, in its 
charter, reaffirmed, and I quote, "faith 
in fundamental rights," and in its 1948 
Declaration of Human Rights, the 
international community recognized, 
and again I quote, "the inherent dig
nity and the equal and inalienable 
rights of an · members of the human 
family as the foundation of freedom, 
justice, and peace in the world." 

It is our side's proposition that in the 
face of egregious violations of these 
unalienable rights that business as 
usual is an untenable denial of the very 
essence of America's character and his
tory. In fact, we have repeatedly and 
effectively used trade policy to imple
ment our policy of expecting all na
tions to honor their international com
mitments, with Cuba, North Korea, and 
now Haiti, in defense of freedom; with· 
Iran, Iraq, and Libya in opposition to 
terrorism; with Vietnam on behalf of 
the men and women prisoners of war 
and missing in action; with Serbia in 
opposition to aggression and genocide; 
with the Soviet Union and Romania on 

behalf of the right to emigrate; with 
China in rejecting the products of slave 
labor; and with South Africa on behalf 
of justice and freedom. 

We believe doing business as usual 
with those who violate the human 
rights of their own people and thereby 
threaten the peace and stability of the 
international community is not only 
morally unacceptable but strategically 
dangerous. Therefore, trade sanctions 
in some instances at some times 
against certain human rights abusers 
is and must be an option for American 
policy. 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] is now entitled 
to 3 minutes to speak an opening state
ment against the resolution. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Moderator, I thank 
you and our colleague, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], for 
organizing what you described as the 
first bipartisan Oxford-style debate. 

Today marks the 25th anniversary of 
Neil Armstrong's giant leap for man
kind. Just as I will never forget watch
ing the grainy TV pictures of those 
brave astronauts standing on lunar soil 
for the first time, I will always remem
ber looking across the aisle to the 
Democrat leadership desk and seeing 
my leader on the Committee on Rules, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], standing there. 

Five years ago this month on an ex
traordinarily hot and rainy day, the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] and I marched from Capitol 
Hill to the Chinese Embassy to dem
onstrate our outrage over the 
Tiananmen Square massacre. 

There was no partisan divide in the 
American effort to reach the Moon, and 
there are no partisan lines when it 
comes to supporting human rights 
overseas. That is an American prin
ciple. Despite what Members of the 
other team may say tonight, there is 
no question that each participant in 
this debate is fully committed to free
dom and human rights. 

While we recognize on the surface we 
may appear to have taken a difficult 
position, we are confident that because 
we know that our two teams do not dif
fer on goals, we disagree on whether 
trade sanctions improve human rights 
conditions. We know that the over
whelming weight of evidence supports 
our position that the best trade policy 
to promote human rights is economic 
freedom, freer trade. Trade sanctions 
have generally proven ineffective to 
implement human rights. In fact, they 
hurt the people they intend to help: the 
poor and weak who suffer both eco
nomic hardship and increased repres
sion. 

The same year as Tiananmen, Presi
dent Roh Tae Woo of South Korea, the 
first democratically elected President, 
stood here in this Chamber addressing 
a joint session of Congress. Repub
licans and Democrats alike cheered 

when he said the forces of freedom and 
liberty are eroding the foundations of 
closed societies, and the efficiency of 
the market economy and the benefits 
of an open society have become undeni
able; now, these universal ideals sym
bolized by the United States of Amer
ica have begun to undermine the for
tresses of repression. 

Well, 1989 was a dramatic year for 
freedom. President Roh's address to 
Congress struck me as especially 
poignant, because he represented the 
victory of democracy and human rights 
in South Korea, a nation which stood 
on our side during the cold war. Presi
dent Roh's appearance was more evi
dence of a simple truth: Free-market 
policies promote trade which strength
ens private enterprise which creates 
wealth which improves living stand
ards which undermines political repres
sion. That formula works. 

That is why our position goes beyond 
simply emotional rhetoric. We stand on 
the concrete experiences of countries 
that have moved from economic liber
alization to political liberalization. 

I believe tonight we will provide evi
dence that that is the case. 

Mr. CARDIN. The next 11 minutes 
will be shared by the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI]. 
First, the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] is entitled to l1/2 min
utes for an opening statement. 

Mr. SOLOMON. My colleagues, link
ing trade to human rights is in our na
tional interest, because history shows 
that nations which violate human 
rights almost inevitably are more like
ly to be aggressive in their foreign poli
cies. Thus, for America, our moral im
perative to challenge human rights 
abuses dovetails with our strategic 
need to challenge military aggression 
throughout this world, and short of 
war, the best and only weapon we have 
is trade sanctions. 

Take two examples, the Soviet Union 
and China. Both are countries that 
were massive violators of human 
rights. We all know that. And both 
were aggressive, destabilizing coun
tries. Well, trade sanctions, coupled 
with a tough NATO defense policy, was 
the strategy that brought the Soviets 
to their knees, brought down the Iron 
Curtain, and ·ended imperialistic com
munism around this world. Trade sanc
tions did that, while at the same time, 
Communist China had been granted fa
vorable trading privileges, and the un
conscionable human rights abuses con
tinue unabated right today; no democ
racy there. You know that. 

Finally, American leadership in 
world affairs is absolutely critical to 
our national security, and our ability 
to lead hinges on staying true to our 
ideals, for if America forgets her 
ideals, America will lose her credibil
ity, and without credibility, the op
pressed people of this world will lose 
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all hope of ever being treated like 
human beings. 

We Americans cannot allow that to 
happen. 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] is entitled to a 
minute and a half for an opening state
ment. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Thank you. 
Make no mistake, America is second 

to none in guaranteeing basic human 
rights to its own citizens and to foster
ing human rights throughout the 
world. Americans will always cherish 
this virtue and never abandon this 
noble mission. 

But we cannot pretend that, as im
portant as human rights are, they are 
the only foreign policy issue. Because 
of this reality, we must weigh the ef
fectiveness of each action not in the 
isolated instance of one country, one 
grievance, but as part of a comprehen
sive foreign policy. The principles 
under which our Nation applies trade 
sanctions must be clear and consist
ently applied. 

Tonight's debate raises two questions 
for our Nation. First, should America 
use its trade policy to reflect our anger 
with a given nation for human rights 
abuses against its own citizens? My re
sponse is that we should not. For it is 
a policy which is doomed to failure. 

Second, should we use our trade pol
icy as a means to foster human rights 
throughout the world? I say yes. But in 
a different sense than the opposing 
side, for I believe the basic human 
rights are best improved by a policy of 
open trade. 

In trade, not only are goods ex
changed but so, too, are attitudes, 
ideas, the rule of law, and the impor
tance of procedural rights. 

I visited Czechoslovakia in the fall of 
1989. There a border guard in the dark 
of night told me that exposure to the 
Western world, to different standards 
of living, and to individual freedom, 
much of which was learned through 
tourist trade and television, had as 
much to do with their quest for free
dom as the innate call to be free. 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman's time 
has expired. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] now controls 4 minutes to 
question the gentleman from Oregon 
[Mr. KOPETSKI]. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Thank you. And, you 
know, one of the greatest violations of 
human rights would have to be the 
sponsoring of terrorism. Currently we 
have sanctions or embargoes against 
Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, because 
of their support for international ter
rorism and exporting revolution. We do 
not believe those sanctions should be 
lifted. 

And I would ask you along the ques
tion that we debate tonight, do you? 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. SOLOMON, the is
sues involved in those countries arena
tional security issues, and all of those 

countries are not directly related to 
human rights issues. And I would be 
glad to go case-by-case through each 
one of those. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. I do not think I am 

supposed to debate you on that issue at 
this point, but let me ask you, since we 
have just the 30 seconds on the other 
question because this is poignant as 
well: For 2 years we have maintained 
sanctions against Serbia, which has 
committed genocide against the people 
of Bosnia, the worst crimes against hu
manity in Europe since Hitler and Sta
lin. Our side does not believe these 
sanctions should be lifted. Again, with 
the question we are debating here to
night, do you? 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. SOLOMON, I do 
not believe these trade sanctions 
should be lifted, and the reason is be
cause again we are dealing with the 
very extreme situation where there is 
no government, there is no govern
ment, and that is part of the problem 
in what was the former Yugoslavia 
today. There is still this transition pe
riod of trying to formulate a govern
ment. 

It is not just a human rights issue 
that we are dealing with there. We are 
dealing with the national security 
issue in terms of Europe, we are deal
ing with a country that has been deci
mated because of internal strife. The 
debate this evening, I thought, was 
supposed to be centered on human 
rights issues. And if you broaden this, 
if you broaden it to include national 
security issues, I am sure that your 
team and m~: team are going to find 
common ground in many areas of the 
world where we should use trade as 
part of the tools. 

Mr. CARDIN. Question? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I would just say to 

the gentleman, and I respect his an
swer, he knows and we know that as far 
as national security is concerned, we 
do not want to put one single American 
soldier on foreign soil if we do not have 
to. That is why we need trade sanctions 
to make sure. Your only alternatives 
are war, diplomacy, or trade sanctions. 
Let us take the trade sanctions, that is 
the safest and most humane way. 

Mr. CARDIN. Is that a question? 
Mr. SOLOMON. I think the gen

tleman agrees with that, does he? 
Mr. KOPETSKI. In response, you are 

absolutely right in defining three areas 
that we can use. Our premise is that 
trade is but one of those tools. You 
have outlined wonderfully our debate 
this evening, and I am ecstatic that 
you have found a new ground with us, 
a common ground, because we have to 
look at each nation individually and 
we have to use our smarts in terms of 
what will be effective because the poli
cies that we may adopt may be coun
terproductive and exacerbate the living 
conditions in a particular country, 

they may cause repercussions with an
other country. So you have to look at 
this in an educated sense. But just be
cause one country has outrageous 
human rights conditions, that does 
not, nor should it automatically, mean 
that we should impose trade sanctions 
on that nation. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. KOPETSKI now con
trols 4 minutes to question Mr. SOLO
MON. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
Moderator. 

Mr. SOLOMON, history will record 
that perhaps President Nixon's great
est achievement was his historic trip 
to China in 1972 and reopening of diplo
matic relations between our two na
tions. He did this during the height of 
the repressive Cultural Revolution. 
This is only the second time in the 
4,000-year history of China that China 
has ventured out into the world. 

Do you believe President Nixon erred 
in engaging China? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I most certainly do 
think he erred, because I think playing 
the China card was wrong because if 
you know the Chinese people, if you 
have been there and you have worked 
with them like 30 or 40 years as I have, 
you know that China is going to do 
what they want to ·do and what is in 
their best interest. 

Let me just say to you that if we had 
not played the China card, there would 
be no chance that the Chinese would 
have engaged in a war with the Soviet 
Union. Yet at the same time, we were 
placing sanctions on the Soviet Union 
and having most-favored-nation treat
ment of China. Look at what happened. 
You go to the Soviet Union today and, 
you know, there is no infrastructure, 
there is no economy there whatsoever, 
and the reasons was because at the 
same time that President Reagan was 
deploying the intermediate-range mis
siles and having a tough NATO policy, 
no tr.ade was going on. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. You have wandered 
afield, Mr. SOLOMON. I want to bring 
you back to the issue of China in 1972. 

I am astounded to find that you 
think it was an error. But you are a 
very consistent politician, and I am 
sure the people of your district appre
ciate that. 

But does the gentleman believe 
therefore that the Chinese people had 
more civil rights prior to 1972 than 
they do now, today, post-1972? 

Mr. SOLOMON. The truth of the mat
ter is they may very well have. The 
truth is that, according to every-ac
cording to Asia Watch, to all of the or
ganizations, they say more people are 
being detained in prison today than 
there were last year and more people 
were detained last year than there 
were the year before. 

Did you know that 80 million people 
have been killed since that time, since 
President Nixon recognized the China 
card? That to me is unconscionable. 



17248 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE July 20, 1994 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Reclaiming my time, 

prison time is one thing; freedom of 
movement, Chinese students coming to 
the United States to get an education, 
all of these kinds of activities that 
have occurred, the development of a 
market economy in China? 

Mr. CARDIN. Question, please. 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Do you believe that 

this would have happened regardless of 
whether President Nixon would have 
gone to China or not? 

Mr. SOLOMON. We did not extend 
most-favored-nation treatment to 
China back in the Nixon years. Let me 
just say to the gentleman, people com
ing to this country today are favored 
people by the Chinese regime there. If 
you listen to any of the missionaries, if 
you listen-if you go there and you 
talk to anybody, they will tell you 
there is a $24 billion trade deficit that 
is costing tens of thousands of Amer
ican jobs in this country that the reve
nues--

Mr. KOPETSKI. Reclaiming my time , 
Mr. Moderator. 

Mr. SOLOMON. May I answer his 
question? 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman controls 
the time, but he should give him an op
portunity to respond. 

Mr. SOLOMON. He can' t cut me off 
in the middle of my answer. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. SOLOMON, trade 
sanctions hurt people, they do not hurt 
government. The gentleman is advocat
ing the deprivation, starvation, pain 
and suffering; does the gentleman deny 
that his policy would target the Gov
ernment by striking at the Chinese 
people? 

Mr. SOLOMON. I would say to the 
gentleman that sanctions do hurt the 
government. What hurts the people are 
blockades, total embargoes. That could 
actually hurt the people. But not sanc
tions. 

Sanctions are a long-term affair, the 
same as were used with the Soviet 
Union all those years that brought the 
Soviet Union to its knees so that they 
did not even have a hospital structure, 
they had no commercial manufacturing 
structure. That is what sanctions did. 
Sanctions work, you know it, and that 
is why we need a policy that not only 
the world press will listen to but if we 
maintain trade sanctions against these 
people that create these terrible 
abuses , it is going to help. 

Mr. CARDIN. All time has expired on 
this section. 

The next 11 minutes will be con
trolled by Ms. PELOSI and Mr. KOLBE. 

First, Ms. PELOSI is recognized for 1 V2 
minutes to give an opening statement 
in favor of the statement. 

Ms. PELOSI. Thank you, Mr. Mod
erator. 

Mr. Moderator, it is appropriate that 
we have this debate in this hallowed 
Chamber. Over the years the House has 
been a bastion of freedom, true to our 
national birthright and in keeping with 

the spirit that is distinctly American, 
promoting freedom, democratic prin
ciples and human rights. 

In this great Chamber there are only 
two paintings, one of George Washing
ton and the other of LaFayette. This 
honor to LaFayette recognizes 
France's contribution to our own free
dom. 

In return, our Founding Fathers de
termined that while being defenders of 
freedom at home, we would be friends 
of freedom throughout the world. 

One of the ways in which we have 
been a friend of freedom is by the use 
of trade policy, which has been and can 
be an effective tool because it enables 
us to use leverage and at the same time 
shines the bright light of freedom on 
repression. 

History has shown that countries 
which honor their people's rights make 
better neighbors and better trading 
partners. 

Economically, countries which do 
not respect their people, repress their 
rights, and the wages of their workers, 
this is not only unfair to their workers, 
it is an injustice to American workers 
as well. Politically, each year hundreds 
of thousands of people flock to our 
shores in search of freedom. We must 
export democratic principles so that 
they can enjoy freedom in their home 
countries. 

Strategically, by supporting those 
who struggle for liberty, we can pre
vent a repetition of the tragedies of the 
20th century and lay a foundation for 
peace in the next millenium. 

Thank you, Mr. Moderator. 
Mr. CARDIN. At this time the team 

in opposition to the statement is enti
tled to 4 minutes to question Ms. 
PELOSI. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Ms. PELOSI, in March 1993 the 
U.N. Human Rights Commission passed 
a resolution endorsing a report which 
made strong and detailed criticism of 
Cuba's systematic violation of human 
rights. 
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The report concluded with seven 
steps Cuba must take to bring human 
rights up to minimum international 
standards. None of these have been 
taken. 

Does the gentlewoman agree that 
Cuba and Fidel Castro are just as re
pressive as or has records of human 
rights violations equal to or worse 
than that of China? 

Ms. PELOSI. I will answer by saying 
that I support the words that are in the 
California Democratic platform which 
say that we should not remove the em
bargo on Cuba unless there is an im
provement in human rights in Cuba. I 
was proud to join with many of the 
women in Congress in sending a letter 
to Fidel Castro calling for the release 
of a woman poet in Cuba saying that 
her rights were being violated and she 

was being mistreated in prison. I be
lieve that we oppose human rights vio
lations wherever they occur. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Do you think that the United 
States should trade with Cuba? If you 
feel that trade sanctions are a good 
idea against China, do you think we 
should continue the current trade em
bargo on Cuba? 

Ms. PELOSI. I am glad the gentle
woman asked that question because we 
are talking now about two very dif
ferent situations in terms of what our 
trade sanction is. Do I think we should 
give most-favored-nation status to 
Cuba? No. And that is the tool I am 
talking about insofar as China is con
cerned, removing most-favored-nation 
status for products made by the Chi
nese military which occupies Tibet, re
presses people in China, is friendly to 
the North Koreans, has sold weapons to 
the Khmer Rouge as recently as this 
spring. 

So, I think, when we talk about an 
embargo versus a favorable trade treat
ment which is targeted to the Govern
ment and to the military, we are talk
ing about two different tactics, and so 
I would say that I would treat Cuba the 
same way as we treat parts of the Chi
nese economy, which is I would not ex
tend most-favored status to either of 
them. 

Mr. KOLBE. I would just point out in 
light of what was just said, if we were 
to withdraw the embargo against Cuba, 
that would establish most-favored-na
tion status. That is the consequence of 
not having an embargo with a country 
unless specific- -

Ms. PELOSI. Not necessarily. 
Mr. KOLBE. That is not given it-
Ms. PELOSI. No-
Mr. KOLBE. It does have most-fa

vored-nation status--
Ms. PELOSI. Not necessarily. 
Mr. KOLBE. But let me ask this 

question: 
I was pleased that last fall the gen

tlewoman and I were on the same side 
of a debate dealing with Mexico and 
granting trade status, new trade sta
tus, to the North American Free-Trade 
Agreement with Mexico. 

More recently, in January of this 
year, there was an uprising in one state 
of Mexico. Do you think that the trade 
that we have with Mexico, the in
creased trading that we are doing with 
them, has had any kind of leavening ef
fect whatsoever in the way Mexico has 
responded to that situation? 

Ms. PELOSI. I certainly hope so, but 
if the gentleman's point is to say that, 
if it is so with Mexico, why is it not 
with some other country, I would say 
that, as the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HOYER] said in his opening re
marks, that we have to in certain cir
cumstances make a judgment about 
how to use trade sanctions. In our own 
hemisphere, with the strong environ
mental challenges, the difficult envi
ronmental challenges that trade with 
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Mexico presented, as well as with the 
opportunity to lower Mexican tariffs, I 
think it was appropriate for us to de
termine that our national interest was 
best served by having a North Amer
ican Free-Trade Agreement. I do not 
think that that is necessarily the case 
with China because I believe that, as 
the Chinese have said, it will take doz
ens of generations-

Mr. DREIER. Since the gentlewoman 
has gone back to the issue-- _ 

Mr. CARDIN. We have run out of 
time. 

Mr. DREIER. It says 30 seconds down 
there. 

Mr. CARDIN. Well, we are down to 
around 15, and that does not give time 
for a question and an adequate answer. 

The gentleman from Arizona [Mr. 
KOLBE] now controls a minute and a 
half for an opening statement. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, Mr. Mod
erator, I want to join with my col
leagues in thanking you for this oppor
tunity this evening. I want to reinforce 
a point that was made by my good 
friend and a strong champion of human 
rights, the gentleman from California 
[Mr. DREIER], earlier this evening. 

Using trade sanctions to change a 
country's record of human rights viola
tions only stifles the entrepreneurial 
spirit upon which democracy and civil 
liberties depend for its sustenance and 
security. The best foreign policy tools 
available to us to encourage political 
and civil reform in any country are 
policies that promote capitalism, mar
ket reform, and free trade. All are pow
erful levers for political change pre
cisely because they are powerful mech
anisms for economic change. These 
tools promote the evolution of soci
eties, enabling citizens depressed for 
political reform from within. A larger 
measure of economic freedom inevi
tably leads to greater political freedom 
and respect for human rights. 

It was John Locke who told us that 
the basis of individual liberty is pri
vate property. With trade we seek to 
enlarge the share of private property 
available to peoples everywhere. Free
dom House, a respected nonpartisan or
ganization that rates countries of the 
world according to their degree of civil 
and political freedom, confirms that 
fact. Taiwan is one such example. 
Years ago Freedom House rated Tai
wan as nonexistent for its protection of 
political and civil liberties. But as its 
economy grew, and trade and contact 
with the world increased, so did the de
sires of its citizens for political and 
civil freedom. Today a large measure of 
freedom exists in Taiwan. 

The record is clear. Trade helps us . 
promote democracy around the world. 

Mr. CARDIN. The team in favor of 
the resolution now controls 4 minutes 
to question Mr. KOLBE. 

Mr. HOYER. We will all stand up. 
I say, Mr. KOLBE, let me ask you a 

question with reference to the Soviet 

Jews who immigrated to Israel. How 
would you respond to them when they 
say to you, "Mr. KOLBE, trade policies 
did, in fact, work, and we are in Israel 
because of trade policies and trade 
sanctions?'' 

Mr. KOLBE. Well, I might respond to 
them by saying, "Sadly you are mis
taken." They are there today, but it 
was not because of those policies that 
that happened. If we look at the record, 
the actual amount of emigration after 
we imposed what the gentleman is re
ferring to, the so-called Jackson-Vanik 
rule, regulation, that law; after that 
was imposed, immigration from Israel 
dropped by almost-to Israel from the 
Soviet Union dropped by almost 60 per
cent. We had, in the 4 years prior to 
1973, 30,000 Jewish people a year emi
grated from Russia, then the Soviet 
Union. After that, only 1 year, only 1 
year, in 1979, did the number exceed 
that, and the average through 1985 was 
12,000. So the numbers that emigrated 
dropped off rather dramatically after 
the Jackson-Vanik amendment was 
adopted. 

Mr. HOYER. Quick followup: 
In fact, it was 62,000 in 1979 as the 

trade sanctions-
Mr. KOLBE. And that was the only 

year it exceeded the amount before 
1973. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I say, "My friend, 
Mr. KOLBE, you know economic aid is 
an important and highly visible aspect 
of U.S. foreign policy. Too often we 
have overlooked human rights in con
sidering where aid should go, only to be 
met with the condemnation of many 
Americans that are appalled at the 
propping up of ruthless dictators." 

Should the United States ignore 
human rights in determining where 
economic aid goes, even military aid, 
as with Turkey, for instance? 

Mr. KOLBE. We are really mixing ap
ples and oranges when we talk about 
that kind of thing. That is not the 
issue at all as to whether or not we 
give aid. Aid is something we affirma
tively give to them. To trade, we are 
talking about whether they should 
have the same ability to trade with us 
as other countries should have, and I 
would point out, since we are talking 
about human rights and since it was 
raised by the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI] that, when we 
talked about American workers, that 
when we deny trade to another coun
try, we are also denying the trade of 
our own country with that country, 
China being a good example of that. 

What is it about the human rights of 
the Boeing worker who will find him
self without a job because we have de
cided to cut off trade with China? 

So, it is a far different matter when 
we talk about trade with a country 
that when we talk about extending aid 
to a country. That is something quite, 
quite different. 

Ms. PELOSI. As I prepare to ask my 
question, I just want to say that, as far 

as the Boeing worker is concerned, I 
am afraid that the transfer of tech
nology that is taking place, that he 
and she will have to look after their 
jobs as well while most of the Amer
ican workers in this country are 
blocked from having their products 
go--

Mr. CARDIN. Question. 
Ms. PELOSI. Excuse me. 
I say, "Mr. KOLBE, in your statement 

you imply that economic reform would 
necessarily lead to political reform. 
Deng Xiaoping himself has said that to 
those who think that economic reform 
will lead to political reform, it will 
take dozens of generations, and we will 
deal harshly with those who would has
ten the process.'' 

They just recently had a crackdown 
in China on this very subject. How does 
the gentleman respond to that? 

Mr. KOLBE. Well, it is kind of one of 
those things that is on either side of 
the argument. I say, "If you argue one 
way, that it's going to make no dif
ference anyhow, then should we not 
have the benefits of trade? I would 
argue that trade itself will make the 
changes that Deng Xiaoping says will 
not come for years." 

D 2040 
And, indeed, if you look at parts of 

China, particularly the southern parts 
of China, the Guangdong Province, you 
will find that the changes taking place 
down there are very dramatic indeed, 
because there is more economic liberal
ization in that part of the country. The 
more economic liberalization we have, 
the more contact we have, that the 
people of the United States, the busi
nesses in the United States have with 
China, the better off we are and the 
better off the people of China will be. 

Mr. CARDIN. This segment of time 
has been concluded. Eleven minutes 
will now be controlled by statements 
by Mr. WOLF and Ms. JOHNSON and 
questioning by the various teams. 

Mr. WOLF is first and entitled to a 
minute and a half for an opening state
ment in support of the resolution. 

Mr. WOLF. This debate is about peo
ple, people who are suffering persecu
tion, imprisonment, and even death, 
for the sake of their faith or political 
beliefs. People like Bishop Chu, a 
Catholic leader in China, imprisoned 
for 15 years, and beaten so hard with a 
board that the board was left in splin
ters. 

People like Father Ceaushu, impris
oned by the brutal Romanian dictator 
Ceausescu for more than 20 years and, 
rearrested one Easter after delivering a 
powerfui series of Lenten sermons on 
freedom. The leverage of most-favored
nation status for Romania led to father 
Ceaushu's release. Just ask him. In 
Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union, and 
most recently South Africa, United 
States trade leverage eventually 
worked, bringing down repressive gov
ernments, encouraging the oppressed 
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and emboldening of the future leaders 
of these countries in their struggle for 
democracy. 

Ask South Africa's Nelson Mandela, 
ask Lech Walesa in Poland, or ask 
Czech Republic President Vaclav 
Havel, all former prisoners who turned 
presidents, whether they appreciate 
the pressure of the United States trade 
leverage on their oppressive govern
ments, and they will say yes. 

And then we must ask ourselves as a 
nation if trade at any price is worth 
more to us than our American values. 
What is at stake here is the credibility 
of our moral leadership on the world 
stage. The height of American hypoc
risy is to preach our cherished values 
of freedom of religion and speech while 
we price the lost dollar over the lost 
life. 

Mr. CARDIN. The team in opposition 
to the resolution will have 4 minutes to 
questions Mr. WOLF. 

Mr. KOLBE. Mr. WOLF, let me first 
commend you for your strong advocacy 
for years on behalf of human rights 
around the world. I know no one in this 
body has been a stronger advocate of 
that. I think we all agree with that. 
The questions is how do we best pro
mote that. 

You mentioned South Africa. In 
South Africa there was strong support 
by the man in the street, the person in 
the street, for sanctions. That is not 
the case in China. Every commentator 
that has gone there has come back and 
said the one thing people say over and 
over again is continue trading with us, 
keep the contact. How would you rec
oncile that difference? 

Mr. WOLF. I beg to differ. That is not 
accurate. When I was in China and we 
met with Christians in house churches, 
they would tell us, please take away 
MFN and go back and tell them that is 
the only thing that will bring democ
racy to our country. 

When I was in Romania and used to 
go into churches and synagogues, after 
the communist securitatae, the people 
would put notes in my hands and tell 
me please take away MFN. It is the 
only message that will bring down our 
government and bring us freedom. So 
the people there do stand for taking 
away MFN. Deng Xiaoping doesn't and 
the corrupt dictators don't, but the 
people do. 

Mr. KOLBE. Let me follow up with 
another aspect of this when it comes to 
China, because you spoke very elo
quently about how this is an issue 
about people, and it is an issue when it 
comes to people. But the United States 
also has national security interests, 
and I think you would with agree we 
have a very serious concern in North 
Korea, for example. 

Should that play a role in our deci
sion about whether or not we give 
trade opportunities to another coun
try? Is national security a consider
ation or not? 

Mr. WOLF. It is a security interest of 
the United States. But I will tell you, 
after President Clinton gave MFN to 
China, the president of China refused 
to take his telephone call. Since that 
time there have been more people ar
rested. The conditions in Tibet are ab
solutely worse, and they have not exer
cised any leverage on the North Korean 
Government. So I do not believe that 
we should sacrifice the principles, as 
Congressman HOYER said, of the Dec
laration of Independence, we hold these 
truths to be self-evident, endowed by 
God, in God we trust, that all men are 
created equal, inalienable rights. I 
would not want to sacrifice the Con
stitution for one short-term gain. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. WOLF, let me just 
raise one point. You have talked to 
people in China, and clearly as you 
talk to individuals, you will find some 
who are opposed to the maintenance of 
most-favored-nation trading status. 

But the fact of the matter is, there 
are 1.2 billion people in China, and if 
you talk around, I look simply at the 
statement that was made just this May 
be Nicholas Christophe, who was the 
Beijing bureau chief for the New York 
T.imes. He said talk to intellectuals, 
talk to workers. Talk to the intellec
tuals, to the workers, to the peasants. 
All the way . across the board they 
agree on one thing: Don't curb trade. 

How do you respond to the fact that 
these studies which have shown this, 
from James Fallows, the Progressive 
Policy Institute, they say overwhelm
ingly the people want to maintain 
MFN status? 

Mr. WOLF. The people that I have 
talked to in China, the Christians and 
those who have been persecuted, if you 
talk to the Dalai Lama and those in 
Tibet, they do not favor granting MFN 
to China. They feel this is the only 
way. And I predict by denying MFN to 
China, we will see democracy and jus
tice in China before the end of this cen
tury. And they know that and are will
ing to wait for that long-term gain. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. On the North Korea 
issue, I know firsthand that the PRC 
and the United States worked together 
as partners to get the North Koreans to 
abide by the MPT treaty. 

Don't you believe that as a basic 
human right, controlling the spread of 
nuclear weapons is more important 
today than the individual rights condi
tions of a citizen of China? 

Mr. WOLF. Well, the Declaration of 
Independence says, and it said during 
the week of the meeting of early June, 
the entire Chinese hierarchy turned 
out to greet their North Korean coun
terparts, declaring the two countries, 
" As close as lips and teeth." That was 
in the Christian Science Monitor. 

It is in the best interests of China 
not to have nuclear war on that penin
sula, and they will do it for that rea
son, and not to satisfy the United 
States or their citizens. 

Mr. CARDIN. Ms. JOHNSON is now en
titled to Ph minutes for an opening 
statement in opposition to the resolu
tion. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Trade policy and human rights policy 
are and should be two different things. 
While human rights must remain a 
focus of American interests, the proc
ess of utilizing trade policy to enforce 
human rights policy has been errati
cally used and unsuccessful. 

Freedom House, a noted human 
rights watchdog groups group, reports 
that the nations of the world that are 
classified as having a low regard for 
human rights, are almost all in Africa, 
Asia, and Latin America. A logical pol
icy then would be the enforcement of 
trade sanctions against all of these na
tions. 

Consider for a moment the debilitat
ing effects such a policy would have 
upon these countries. When sanctions 
are used, who suffers? The nations of 
Africa, Asia, and Latin America need 
trade to improve and grow economi
cally. The common citizens of these 
nations suffer when trade with the rest 
of the world, and particularly the Unit
ed States, is restricted. Sanctioning 
these nations simply drives them fur
ther and further away from human 
rights improvements. 

In order to achieve improvement in 
human rights policy, a constructive 
working relationship should be estab
lished. Remember, encouragement 
from a friend is much more persuasive 
than a slap from an enemy. 

As you recall what we have already 
heard tonight and review what will be 
said by both sides in the time remain
ing, ask yourself, who is being sanc
tioned and what proof is there that 
sanctions improve human conditions? 

Mr. CARDIN. The team in support of 
the resolution is entitled to 4 minutes 
to question Ms. JOHNSON. 

Mr. HOYER. Ms. JOHNSON, I appre
ciate your statement. Let me ask you, 
however, with respect to South Africa, 
we had, as you know, a policy of con
structive engagement, which is in fact 
what your side has been talking about, 
continuing to do business as usual. 

In point of fact, this Congress decided 
not to pursue that policy because we 
felt it was ineffective. The President 
vetoed that legislation and this Con
gress overrode the President's veto. 

Do you believe there would have been 
a more successful policy and would you 
believe that the country should not 
have denied constructive engagement 
with South Africa? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Let me say, Mr. HOYER, that 
happened before I came. But I was in 
Texas carrying legislation also to bring 
about sanctions in trade policy. But 
the entire population in South Africa, 
the clear overwhelming majority of 
that population, cried out to the world 
asking for those sanctions. 
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It was not this country deciding that 
they should have them. It was also 
more than that that caused that law, 
the laws on which they were operating 
to crumble. It was the fact that the 
banks started losing confidence and the 
money started crumbling. It had a lot 
more to do with that. 

But the overriding issue, more than 
75 percent of the population, the major
ity population, pleaded to the world, 
not just the United States, the entire 
world responded. And, yes, it had some 
effect, but clearly, it was not just that. 

As a matter of fact, we now are see
ing what the real effect is on human 
rights. And they are pleading now for 
trade. It is giving people their rights to 
be independent, to have ownership, to 
look out for themselves, giving them 
an opportunity to trade their goods so 
they become independent. 

Mr. HOYER. Do you believe that 
trade sanctions worked? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. What do they work for? It is not 
just trade sanctions. It was a loss of 
confidence and it brought about-
human rights have really not improved 
yet in South Africa. But they have had 
an election. It was clearly a constitu
tional issue. It had nothing at the time 
to do with trade. They did not have 
anything to trade. The population we 
are talking about had no power what
soever. They had no say-so. To keep 
trade from going to South Africa did 
not affect them because they cannot 
affect anybody that is already on the 
ground with nothing to do but crawl. 

Clearly, that government had to 
change for it to affect the majority 
population there. 

Mr. WOLF. Mr. HOYER is correct. Had 
this Congress not acted on sanctions, 
the sanctions would have failed around 
the world. But the question that I have 
for you is, I have visited Bosnia and 
seen the persecution in the Bosnian 
camps run by the Serbs under the lead
ership of Milosevic. In light of the eth
nic cleansing, the concentration 
camps, the rapes and mutilations and 
murders, Bosnia, which is basically a 
Schindler's List, if you have seen the 
movie "Schindler's List," you have 
been to Serbia. 

I would ask you again to reiterate 
the question asked before, do you agree 
that it is appropriate to continue the 
United States sanctions against Serbia, 
yes or no and why. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. WOLF, the same thing is 
going on in Haiti. But tonight we are 
debating whether or not we should ex
tend most-favored-nation to China. 

I am saying that we need to separate 
trade from human rights as it relates 
to China. 

Mr. WOLF. The resolve clause was 
with regard to trade, and I think every
one would agree that we should con
tinue the sanctions against Milosevic 
in Serbia. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time has expired in 
this segment of the debate. 

The next segment will consist of 8 
minutes in which there will be ques
tioning by the teams, first against Mr. 
HOYER and then with Mr. DREIER. 

At this point the team against the 
resolution will control 4 minutes in 
questioning Mr. HOYER. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Mr. HOYER, you are a 
distinguished senior Member of this 
House. You are one of our leaders. I ap
preciate your work on human rights 
very much. We have heard a lot of rhet
oric this evening, but I judge by your 
opening statement that you would 
agree that in the case of these two 
teams, that we do share the same goal; 
it truly is a difference over the means 
to achieve that end. Is that a fair 
statement? 

Mr. HOYER. Our side has no doubt 
that your side is committed to human 
rights; that is correct. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. And that it is a ques
tion of the means to that end. 

Mr. HOYER. We agree with that. 
That is what we are debating. I might 
add, Mr. KOPETSKI, that not only are 
we talking about means, but we are 
talking about the principal position of 
the United States, not plebiscite of an
other nation. That is to say, whether 51 
percent think they ought to do busi
ness as usual and make profits because 
the United States will do business with 
them, but whether or not this ought to 
be a policy that we use in trying to im
plement not only the policy of the 
United States vis-a-vis human rights 
but, as I pointed out, international pol
icy on human rights. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Let me follow up on 
that with a question. I am curious 
about your views on this. Would you 
say that sometimes there are national 
security interests for the United States 
which are more important for the mo
ment, which require us to serve as 
partners with a country, which may in 
fact engage in human rights abuses? 

Mr. HOYER. Yes. 
Mr. KOPETSKI. Thank you very 

much. 
Mr. HOYER. I think the gentleman's 

proposition that if a policy of the Unit
ed States would lead to more closely 
bringing us to nuclear war, clearly the 
devastation of the world is the ulti
mate human rights abuse. And, there
fore, we wourd have to make a judg
ment. But in the case where that is not 
true, then I think we ought to press 
forward with trade sanctions as we 
have done in so many instances, we 
would argue successfully. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. I thank the gen-
tleman for the agreement. · 

Mr. DREIER. Let me ask you a quick 
question. The real question that we 
face here is, your side is saying trade 
sanctions against countries improve 
human rights. You had an exchange 
with Mr. KOLBE about the issue of 
Jackson-Vanik. We often have a pat-

tern in this country of implementing 
policies which lead us to feel good but 
they do not often do good. 

I argue, as Mr. KOLBE did, that Jack
son-Vanik, if you look at that pattern, 
since the early 1970's, saw actually a 
reduction in the emigration of Soviet 
Jews who were attempting to emigrate 
from the Soviet Union. It seems to me 
that we need to realize that it was the 
Reagan doctrine which created the op
portunity for the Soviet Union to fall 
and for us to get to a point where 
100,000 Soviet Jews are able to emi
grate. 

Do you not agree with the fact that 
it was the Reagan doctrine which actu
ally brought about that opening up and 
not Jackson-Vanik which did make us 
feel very good but did nothing but re
duce the flow of Soviet Jews? 

Mr. HOYER. As it relates to the 
Reagan doctrine, our side does not be
lieve that you ought to do business as 
usual with an evil empire. In fact, it 
believes we ought to say, you are not 
in good standing in the international 
community. And we will impose eco
nomic sanctions on you and a trade 
sanction as well. 

Mr. DREIER. That is why the Reagan 
administration stood up to them. 

Mr. HOYER. We think the Reagan 
administration would agree with our 
proposition. 

Mr. KOLBE. I would like to go back 
to the Jackson-Vanik issue, if I might. 
What would you say to the thousands 
of Jews who did not get to emigrate 
from Russia, from the Soviet Union 
during the 1970's, if we are to use the 
statistics, and you were the one that 
cited this in the first place, of 30,000 av
erage before 1974, 12,000 annual emigra
tion after 1974, what would you say to 
those Jews who were not allowed to 
emigrate but to say, you have to wait 
in line longer because we have a policy 
in place that the Soviet Union has de
cided to clamp down on emigration and 
not permit you to emigrate? 

Mr. HOYER. As you know, I visited 
the Soviet Union scores of times during 
the 1980's. I never had a Jewish individ
ual in Russia tell that. I never had one 
tell me that they did not believe that 
trade sanctions ought to continue until 
emigration was opened. Not numbers, 
but emigration was opened, that the 
commitments of the Soviet Union 
under the Helsinki Final Act were car
ried out so that there was unanimity in 
the position of Jewish-Russian people 
that I talked to. 

Mr. CARDIN. All time has expired. 
The team in support of the resolution 

now is entitled to 4 minutes to ques
tion Mr. DREIER. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. DREIER, let me go 
back to the question that I asked of 
Ms. JOHNSON. How would you have felt 
that the Untied States could have bet
ter impacted on South Africa to change 
its abhorrent apartheid policy than do 
what in fact we did, and that is, stop 
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business as usual in the middle 1980's 
when then we saw progress because it 
impacted not on the people that Ms. 
JOHNSON spoke to but on the white op
pressive regime? 

Mr. DREIER. It was very apparent 
that the policy of apartheid was com
ing down. Why was it coming down? It 
was coming down because it was a 
failed system. Helen Sutzmann, who 
was a very prominent and outspoken 
member of parliament in South Africa, 
made it very clear in statement after 
statement, she did an article a few 
years ago in the Washington Post in 
which she pointed to the fact that the 
economic decline and the problems 
that existed in South Africa were 
bringing apartheid down. So it seems 
to me that we need to realize that 
there 'were a wide range of options. 

I happen to have been one who be
lieved very sincerely that constructive 
engagement would have been a way to 
also bring us to that point. There are 
many people who today claim that be
cause there has been an election in 
South Africa, there is a great deal of 
success there. 

D 2100 
Frankly, the gentlewoman from 

Texas, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, 
pointed to a very important item, that 
being the fact that we have seen an 
election in South Africa, but we, as 
yet, do not know the fate of many poor 
victims in that country. We are al
ready for it. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. DREIER, we have 
no doubt. 

After years of extending favorable 
trading conditions to China, Mr. 
Speaker, we have seen no progress in 
human rights. The gentleman has been . 
there, I have been there. China contin
ues its destabilizing foreign policy. Of 
course, these huge trade deficits are 
just devastating industries in the Unit
ed States, especially in my district. 

I would just say, in light of this, how 
has continual extension of favorable 
trading conditions helped to improve 
it, other than in Bejing, where they are 
all Communist, or in Shanghai, when 
we get out into the 1.2 billion people, 
how has it helped? 

Mr. DREIER. There is no way that I 
could come to the same conclusions 
that the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON] has. When we look at 
the issue of human rights and trade in 
China, clearly we have just recently, in 
the Washington Post, seen a story. The 
gentleman referred to those 80 million 
people who he said have been killed 
since the 1972 opening with China. The 
opposite is the case. It took place much 
earlier on, and we have seen, in fact, if 
we move through China, an indication 
by the people, and I have talked to 
many people in China who have indi
cated that there has been an improve
ment since we have been engaged in 
the kind of economic situation that is 
very important there. 

I was in Xian outside of Bejing just a 
few months ago, when I talked to a per
son there. We told the standard old 
joke about the fact, and he asked the 
question, what is 100-yards-long and 
eats cabbage-a meat line in Moscow. 
He looked to me and said, ''That was 
China 10 years ago." 

I would say to the gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], he has to 
recognize that things are not perfect 
there, and I deplore the human rights 
violations which I have seen. The fact 

. of the matter is, things have improved 
dramatically, not just in Bejing, they 
have improved throughout the country, 
especially in the two southern prov
inces where we have seen free markets 
proliferate. 

Mr. CARDIN. There is time for one 
more question. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. DREIER, you put 
in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD the 
other day an article by Amos Jordan in 
which he said: 

Given such a challenge, they may reason, 
the Jefferson approach to governing is likely 
to produce chaos, with spills over into the 
neighboring territories. Tiananmen was in
defensible, but not inexplicable. 
That is the 80 million we are talking 
about, the kind that died in 
Tiananmen. 

I defend you as one of the greatest 
supporters of those people who are try
ing to stop human rights abuses around 
the world. 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman has 45 
seconds to respond if he cares to. Let 
me just caution about any personal ref
erences. 

Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, I obvi
ously totally concur with the plight of 
those victims, and I am as concerned as 
you said about human rights. The gen
tlewoman from California [Ms. PELOSI] 
and several of us marched up to the 
Embassy. 

I happen to believe very strongly 
that trade promotes private enterprise, 
which creates wealth, which improves 
living standards, which undermines po- · 
litical repression. We have to recognize 
that denying trade is a violation of 
human rights and a reprehensible one. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time in this seg
ment has expired. 

The next segment will consist of 8 
minutes that will be controlled by Ms. 
PELOSI and Mr. KOLBE in questioning. 
First, Ms. PELOSI will have 4 minutes 
to question Mr. KOLBE. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. KOLBE, is there any 
instance where trade policy should be 
used on behalf of human rights; say, for 
example, a clear case of a developed 
country, of the genocide of a people be
cause of their race or origin; if you 
could explain to me a point at which 
human rights outweighs economic in
terest, in your view. 

Mr. KOLBE. I think the question is a 
valid one, and the very fact that there 
are three people over on your side of 
the aisle that supported NAFTA and 

joined us in support of NAFTA suggests 
this is not a black-and-white issue, 
that we cannot ever make absolute 
judgments about these things, and we 
do have to apply these standards in a 
way that we can make an intelligent 
judgment about it. 

I think the question you ask is in
deed a very valid one. My answer to 
that would be that the first thing we 
have to consider is what are our na
tional security interests, are our na
tional security interests involved in 
this. 

The second thing we must ask is, can 
we make change with that policy? Will 
our policy of withholding trade, and 
that is what we are talking about here 
tonight, trade, will our policy of with
holding trade make a difference? Will 
it change the internal factors within 
that country? Will it change the poli
tics of that country? 

Those two questions we must ask be
fore we decide in the name of feeling 
good here at home whether we should 
apply those sanctions. If we can have 
no effect, if it does no good, then we 
have to ask, do we do so because it is 
so morally reprehensible, as in the case 
of Kampuchea, where clearly, I think, 
we do not want to have any contact 
with a country of that kind, but it is 
more than just trade sanctions at that 
point, it is any diplomatic contact. 

Ms. PELOSI. You are saying in the 
case of Cambodia it would be appro
priate to have trade sanctions? 

Mr. KOLBE. In the case of Cambodia 
we had no diplomatic contact, as you 
know. We had withdrawn all types of 
contact with that country, yes. 

Ms. PELOSI. Since you mentioned 
Cambodia, I did not know if you were 
aware, because you keep putting it in a 
larger context, which I think is appro
priate, the issue of trade; do you think 
added to your two criteria you would 
add the trade situation, the trade im
balance between two countries? 

For example, there is no point in say
ing we are going to withdraw most-fa
vored-nation status if the other coun
try has a trade deficit, but in our case, 
as with China, where we have this year 
a $24 billion trade deficit, and it is 
going to be larger next year, in fact the 
figures released today show a $400 mil
lion increase from April to May of this 
year, and sa·ys that in the next 5 years 
our deficit will be higher than with 
Japan. 

Mr. CARDIN. Question, please. 
Ms. PELOSI. Do you think that the 

fact that a country needs access to our 
markets to develop its economy should 
be a factor in determining if we can 
deal with their reprehensible human 
rights records? 

Mr. KOLBE. Let me make it clear 
that under no circumstances should a 
decision about whether we grant a 
trade partnership with another country 
be based on whether or not we have a 
balance of trade. I am stunned, 
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shocked, that you would suggest that, 
as I hope that others on your team 
would not say the basis on which we 
decide the human rights policy of the 
country should be based on whether or 
not we have a trade balance or a sur
plus or a trade imbalance, as you have 
just suggested. 

Ms. PELOSI. If I may reclaim my 
time, what I am saying to you is in 
that case we would have leverage. Let 
us assume there are two countries, 
both having reprehensible human 
rights violations. With one country 
they may say, "Who cares if you take 
our MFN away?" The other country 
may desperately fight to keep the 
MFN, and that place gives us oppor
tunity, and therefore responsibility, to 
do something about it. 

Mr. KOLBE. And in the case of 
China, very clearly I do not think we 
have that kind of leverage. You are 
talking about more than a billion peo
ple. You are talking about the third 
largest economy of the world. You are 
talking about a country that has its 
own internal political problems, and 
could care less whether or not we grant 
them most-favored-nation status. They 
are not going to change their political 
policies because of that. 

What will change the political poli
cies in China, as we trade with them, 
as companies develop contacts with 
them, and just as an example of that, 
Procter & Gamble years ago estab
lished a system in that country for hir
ing people that allowed people--

Ms. PELOSI. But, Mr. KOLBE, Deng 
Xiao Ping said dozens of generations. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time has expired. 
Mr. KOLBE, you are now entitled to 4 

minutes to question Ms. PELOSI. 
Mr. KOLBE. Mr. Speaker, since we 

are talking about how we weigh this in 
the balance, on which side you come 
down, I would like to ask about Viet
nam, certainly a country that is not a 
great country when it comes to human 
rights, has not had a very good record, 
and most of us here would acknowledge 
that. 

Do you think it is appropriate for us 
to lift the embargo with Vietnam, and 
if so, why? Surely its record is not bet
ter than China's record is. 

Ms. PELOSI. Again, you are talking 
about an embargo, and in China we are 
talking about preferential trade treat
ment, most-favored-nation, so embargo 
is different from that. 

Yes, I think if we have some progress 
made on the POW's and the MIA's, 
which our colleagues seem to be satis
fied with, and that is the standard we 
set for Vietnam, with that standard, if 
it is met, we can lift the embargo. That 
does not mean we would extend MFN. 
As you know, with the extension of 
MFN, it is supposed to have some reci
procity. It does not, in China. They do 
not extend MFN to us, but it becomes 
a trade decision at that point in terms 
of will they give most-favored-nation 
status to us, will we give it to them. 

Mr. KOLBE. Ms. PELOSI, for all those 
who are listening, I hope one thing, if 
nothing else, we can clarify, and that is 
that most-favored-nation [MFNJ is one 
of the most misnamed things. It is not 
preferential status. 

Ms. PELOSI. But, nonetheless, it is 
not an embargo. 

Mr. KOLBE. It means only other 
countries having the same status. 

Ms. PELOSI. It is not an embargo. 
Mr. CARDIN. A question, please, and 

then an answer. 
Mr. KOLBE. Let me go back to follow 

up on that. We never imposed any 
kinds of sanctions on South Korea, but 
I think most of us here tonight would 
agree that human rights conditions 
have improved in South Korea over the 
years. Should we, during the 1960's and 
1970's, should the United States have 
imposed trade sanctions against South 
Korea in order to enhance human 
rights in that country? 

I believe we had other leverage with 
South Korea with the presence of 
American troops there, and a commit
ment to defend South Korea. However, 
the point about South Korea and how 
it is not an example that can be used 
throughout the world is that it is a 
small country compared to a country 
like China, and in a country like 
Korea, trade can have a more imme
diate impact, because you can have the 
development of a middle class, and that 
can lead to more political freedom. 

In a country like China where there 
has been a national decision, and in 
fact, an edict released last week which 
said that counterrevolutionary activi
ties will be defined as any disagree
ment on any issue with the Communist 
party, under those circumstances, eco
nomic reform cannot necessarily lead 
to political reform. 

We talk about South Korea, we talk 
about Taiwan. We cannot in the next 
breath apply the examples, the experi
ence there, to China, because you are 
talking about a country which is 20 to 
50 times bigger than those small coun
tries. 

Mr. KOLBE. It is striking to me that 
what we have seen is that the principle 
of human rights seems to have gone 
out the window. We had other leverage 
with South Korea. 

Ms. PELOSI. That is right, and we 
used the leverage we had. 

Mr. KOLBE. It is a small country as 
opposed to a big country. 

Ms. PELOSI. No, that is not the case. 

0 2110 
Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman from 

Arizona can ask the question. 
Mr. KOLBE. Let me ask the gentle

woman another question. In the case of 
Argentina, a country that had a rep
rehensible policy of human rights, 
should we have imposed sanctions 
against them? We did not. But I think 
most would agree it is a better country 
today than it was. 

Ms. PELOSI. I would say to you that 
as you talked earlier about establish
ing criteria for how you can make 
change, that the use of trade sanctions 
should be an arrow that we have in our 
quiver. If we believe that by using 
trade sanctions we can make a dif
ference, then we should use those trade 
sanctions. And that difference would be 
predicated on how dependent access to 
our markets in a preferential way is to 
that country. If we believe that, for ex
ample, in the case of China, 40 percent 
of their exports, they need our markets 
for 40 percent of their exports. So that 
is a criterion that I would add to the 
list, to say, is the human rights situa
tion reprehensible, do we have trade 
with that country, do we have oppor
tunity because they need us more than 
we need them in terms of trade. In 
those cases, then we should use our 
economic arrow. 

Mr. KOLBE. I appreciate your agree
ing with our position. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time of this seg
ment has concluded. We will now go to 
an 8-minute segment for questioning 
by the teams. First the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], and 
then the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
KOPETSKI]. The team in opposition of 
the resolution will have 4 minutes to 
question the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON]. 

Mr. DREIER. Let me talk about 
something that we have just brought 
up slightly. 

I have the highest regard for the gen
tleman from New York and your serv
ice as a marine and, of course, your 
very, very courageous military service 
in South Korea. I was a little confused 
with the statement that was just made 
by the gentlewoman from California 
[Ms. PELOSI] raising this issue of Unit
ed States troops in South Korea some
how protecting the human rights of 
South Koreans. We have failed to point 
to some of the incredible successes 
where trade has actually improved the 
human rights situation. I think South 
Korea is one, Taiwan, Chile, Argentina, 
clearly have seen dramatic improve
ments. In fact, somebody was talking 
earlier about Freedom House. We have 
seen evidence in the past 20 years it 
has improved greatly. I would like to 
ask you the question that the gen
tleman from Arizona [Mr. KOLBE] 
raised of the gentlewoman from Cali
fornia [Ms. PELOSI]. 

Do you believe that President 
Reagan and President Carter were in
correct during the 1970's and 1980's in 
not imposing trade sanctions on South 
Korea because of the fact that human 
rights were being violated there? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me just correct 
the gentleman. I served in the United 
States Marine Corps during the Korean 
war era. I did not serve in combat in 
Korea. 

But let me say this to you. We, in 
fact, did use trade. In other words, we 
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have three alternatives. One alter
native is diplomacy. When diplomacy 
does not work, you have another alter
native, to go to war. We do not do that, 
because American foreign policy is to 
defend democracies against outside 
military aggression. That is what we 
were doing there. In fact, we did use di
plomacy on both Taiwan and on South 
Korea. We did it back in the early days, 
in 1979, after Carter had derecognized 
Taiwan, and we actually wrote the Tai
wan Relations Act, so that we could 
threaten them, if need be, to move to
ward a democracy and it worked. 

Then we did the same thing with 
South Korea and we used the trade 
with those countries, both covertly and 
overtly and publicly to get them to 
move, and they made dramatic changes 
in both countries toward human rights. 
Today we have democracies in those 
two countries. 

Mr. DREIER. Should trade sanctions 
have been used against South Korea, 
Taiwan, Chile, and Argentina? Because 
we had greater trade. We expanded op
portunities there. That is what hap
pened to it. You all stand and you are 
now saying we should have trade sanc
tions sometimes when human rights 
are being violated. That is what I think 
is the confusing area here. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Let me answer the 
question. When you hear my closing re
marks, my friend, I am going to talk 
about the awesome power of the Amer
ican purse. Two hundred sixty million 
Americans, with the greatest buying 
power in the world. That is what we 
need to use. We need to take that op
portunity to tell countries like Taiwan 
and South Korea, which we did, "You 
improve or else we do not trade with 
you." We need to do the same thing 
desperately with the people of China. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Reclaiming our 
time, and we cannot wait for that clos
ing. I am trying to understand, there is 
a lot of speeches and rhetoric at first 
about standing by American values, 
and that is why we cannot allow using 
trade with these kinds of nations where 
there are human rights violations. Now 
all of a sudden you and the gentle
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] 
are saying, forget the values, we have 
some other tools we can use. Can you 
clarify this a little bit for me? 

Mr. SOLOMON. If you look at the 
question we are debating here, the 
United States should use trade policy 
to implement human rights policy. We 
should use trade policy. That does not 
mean we have to go and throw sanc
tions out on every country that has 
some kind of human rights abuses. It 
means that we will move to that if we 
have to, to be successful in lifting the 
human rights abuses off these op
pressed people. 

Mr. CARDIN. The team now in sup
port of the resolution will have 4 min
utes to question the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI]. 

Mr. HOYER. The gentleman from Or
egon [Mr. KOPETSKI], earlier in his 
opening statement, said that the Unit
ed States will never abandon the im
portant principle of human rights. I be
lieve that, as well. But I ask the gen
tleman, how does the world know that 
if we do business as usual with those 
who repress and violate human rights 
on a regular basis? I say that in the 
sense that clearly we may not on every 
country impose sanctions for human 
rights abuses, but if we never do it, 
how does the world know we stand by 
those principles? 

Mr. KOPETSKI. I believe that the 
world knows and wants to emulate the 
U.S. Constitution, our way of doing 
business, our way of conducting gov
ernment. People want still to move 
here to the United States. That is our 
greatest evidence that we are the 
greatest country in the world as a de
mocracy. 

Mr. HOYER. If a nation knows that 
we will not impose trade sanctions, 
why would it change its business as 
usual? 

Mr. KOPETSKI. We do not do busi
ness as usual with every violator of 
human rights. And we take different 
approaches with every nation that is 
oppressing its people. Maybe we do 
have trading relationships with them. 
We can go down the list with questions, 
whether it is Turkey, or India, the list 
goes on and on where there are ques
tions, we have them as allies. We trade 
with them, there is no doubt about it, 
but that does not mean we are not 
using negotiations and diplomacy as 
well in pressuring these nations to 
change their human rights policies. 
The world knows that. The world un
derstands that. They do a better job 
understanding foreign affairs than the 
average American citizen, I am sad to 
say. They understand what we stand 
for and what we fight for. What they 
want is for us to be effective. When we 
make a decision, a policy decision, 
they want to make sure we have 
thought it through and that it will not 
backfire on them. As the gentlewoman 
from Texas, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, 
was pointing out, further oppress the 
people of a country but hopefully it 
will move that nation toward human 
rights, toward an economic system of 
freedom as well. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I have great respect 
for the gentleman from Oregon [Mr. 
KOPETSKI], as I do for the other mem
bers of your team, but you are confus
ing me. When diplomacy does not work 
and when war is undesirable. And con
cerning trade, please explain to us at 
what point economic interests out
weigh interest in human rights. I do 
not understand how we get there. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Diplomacy does not 
work, let us begin there. One of the 
problems that many people outside of 
the United States will criticize about 
the American psyche is that a problem 

arises in the world and we have to 
solve it in 2 weeks. There are long
standing problems, cultural, religious, 
in many of these nations. China, for 
one. 

Mr. SOLOMON. At what point, 
though, does the economic interest 
outweigh human rights interest? There 
has to be a point there. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. The human rights 
interests never outweigh the economic 
interest. The issue is what is the most 
effective means to change the human 
rights policies of a nation. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Thank you. I think 
we just won the argument. 

Mr. CARDIN. I think we have time 
for a very quick question and answer if 
there is one. 

Ms. PELOSI. If it is only a quick 
question, I will ask the gentleman from 
Oregon [Mr. KOPETSKI] if he favors the 
sanctions on Haiti. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Yes, I do. 
Ms. PELOSI. I understand that that 

is a trade sanction and that is using 
trade policy to improve the situation. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. We are in concert on 
the Haiti policy with diplomatic pres
sures from our country, from our Gov
ernment, from other nations as well. 
And I see no problem with that whatso
ever. 

Mr. CARDIN. On this segment, the 
time has expired. The next segment 
consists of 8 minutes that will be con
trolled by the gentleman from Mary
land [Mr. HOYER] and the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER] in ques
tioning. First the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] is entitled to 4 
minutes to question the gentleman 
from California [Mr. DREIER]. 

D 2120 
Mr. HOYER. I mentioned in my open

ing statement the Holocaust. In 1933, 
Jewish organizations called upon our 
Government to alter the way we were 
doing business and stop sending goods 
to the German Government. 

Secretary Hull wrote to the Embassy 
and said that there was concern in this 
country and he wanted a report, and 
that he then said he did not believe 
that that would have an impact. And in 
point of fact, of course, our country 
continued to do business with Germany 
as usual for some period of time during 
the 1930's. 

I would ask the gentleman from Cali
fornia, do you think that was an effec
tive use of your economic policy? 

Mr. DREIER. I will tell the gen
tleman, if he looks at the rise of Adolf 
Hitler I believe that it came about in 
large part due to protectionist policies 
led by the United States, tragically, 
which in 1930 implemented the Smoot
Hawley Tariff Act which almost uni
versally has been proclaimed a failure, 
being in large part responsible for ex
tending and exacerbating the Great De
pression. 

So it seems to me that we need, des
perately need to realize that as we look 
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at the problem that existed there, it 
came about because of protectionist 
policies, and we did not create the op
portunity which was necessary to ex
pand free trade, which clearly does cre
ate private enterprise, which creates 
wealth, improves living standards, and 
undermines political repression. 

Mr. HOYER. That is not the question 
I asked. Smoot-Hawley, of course, dealt 
across the board. We continued to do 
business with Germany as usual. 

Do you believe that was an effective 
policy? 

Mr. DREIER. We were looking at a 
national security threat once again 
there, not simply human rights ques
tions. The subject of this debate is 
whether economic sanctions should be 
used to improve human rights. We 
know clearly that the situation was 
reprehensible, and you are right, part 
of it was the Holocaust. But there were 
many other aspects to the Second 
World War which need to be realized. 
And I believe that the rise to power of 
Adolf Hitler and the reprehensible be
havior of the Nazi regime came about 
because of protectionist trade policies, 
which I believe will continue to create 
more and more problems today if we do 
not move toward freer trade and ex
panding into parts of the world where 
human rights desperately need to im
prove, and we can take the offensive by 
bringing our Western values there 
through trade. 

Mr. HOYER. As you know by our 
votes, we have shown that this side 
also believes in freer trade. But if we 
delink human rights from trade policy, 
why is there any incentive from an eco
nomic standpoint for regimes to honor 
their human rights commitments? 

Mr. DREIER. The fact of the matter 
is that I do not like the term 
"delinking of human rights." I believe 
we should promote human rights 
through free trade because what we are 
creating is a situation where as econo
mies expand, as they are in the south
ern Provinces of China which are tied 
closely to Hong Kong, which is that 
tremendous export market, the cause 
of freedom is expanding throughout 
and standards of living are rising. As 
the standard of living rises we will see 
there that actually repression dimin
ishes as we are in many areas. 

The gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON] continues to point to the 
fact that what we have constantly ob
served has been an increase in human 
rights violations, when every empirical 
study that we have, including personal 
testimony that I have received from 
people who live in China, Chinese citi
zens, is that the situation is improved 
and it has come about because of freer 
trade and exposure to the-West. 

Mr. HOYER. Do you believe we ought 
to lift the sanctions on Cuba? 

Mr. DREIER. Do I believe we ought 
to lift the sanctions on Cuba? I think 
we ought to look very seriously at the 

prospects of lifting sanctions on Cuba 
when we determine that Fidel Castro 
does not pose a national security 
threat destabilizing countries in Latin 
America. As long as he is hell bent on 
his attempt to overthrow governments 
in Latin America, we should not lift it, 
because that poses a national security 
threat to the United States. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time has expired. 
The gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER] is now entitled to 4 minutes to 
question the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. HOYER]. 

Mr. DREIER. The United States has, 
in fact, placed trade sanctions on a 
number of countries throughout the 
world, and we have talked about a 
number of them. Unfortunately, we 
have not really had an opportunity to 
point to some of the great successes 
where we have actually seen trade en
courage human rights. But the fact of 
the matter is I would like to ask the 
gentleman about several countries. 

Could you tell me if the human 
rights conditions have actually im
proved in Iran since we have seen the 
imposition of economic sanctions? 

Mr. HOYER. I cannot tell you that, 
quite obviously. And it is not our prop
osition that in every instance repres
sive regimes will be turned around by 
the exercise of trade policy vis-a-vis 
human rights and related to human 
rights. But I can tell you, I can tell you 
that if the world believes that the 
greatest economic engine in the world 
will not use its economic leverage 
through trade policy to sanction the 
failure to recognize human rights in a 
nation, then there will be little if any 
incentive for repressive regimes around 
the world to change their human rights 
policies. 

Mr. DREIER. Let me ask this: Have 
we actually seen the human rights sit
uation improve in Iraq since we have 
imposed economic sanctions on Iraq? 

Mr. HOYER. No, and I know it is not 
my time to ask questions, but irrespec
tive of that, I would not be for lifting 
economic sanctions on Iraq. 

Mr. DREIER. Has it improved the 
human rights situation in Iraq? 

Mr. HOYER. Because, let me answer 
the question, because and I would reit
erate, the principles for which we stand 
are not just for Iraq, but for the rest of 
the world as well, and they are inter
national principles now. And because 
we stand for them in Iraq I suggest to 
you that yes, it has an impact on other 
countries of the world, even if the un
happy situation that exists in Iraq of a 
madman like Saddam Hussein having 
absolute and total control, precludes 
the effectiveness of trade sanctions we 
ought to continue. 

Mr. DREIER. You would argue the 
human rights situation has not im
proved in Iraq, in Iran, Libya, in North 
Korea, in Vietnam, in Cuba. I would as
sume you would argue that is the case. 
So we have once again come to the 

issue that economic sanctions should 
be imposed sometimes. 

I would like to remind our colleagues 
once again of the topic of this debate. 
It has to do with improving human 
rights and imposing economic sanc
tions to do that. 

Let me ask this question: If you look 
at the issue of South Korea, Taiwan, 
Chile, Argentina, actually we have 
never placed economic sanctions on 
them, but do you believe that the 
human rights situation in those four 
countries improved over the last 20 
years? 

Mr. HOYER. In point of fact, as the 
gentleman from New York [Mr. SOLO
MON] pointed out, and as the gentle
woman from California [Ms. PELOSI] 
also mentioned, trade policy is not the 
only quiver. The issue, as stated in this 
debate, is whether we ought to use 
trade policy to implement human 
rights policy. 

Mr. DREIER. But we stand for prin
ciple. · 

Mr. HOYER. We ought to stand on 
principle, and that does not mean in 
every instance we implement through 
trade policy, particularly when diplo
macy may work, and particularly when 
other devices can work and are work
ing. 

Mr. DREIER. Like free trade. That is 
just what we have in South Korea, Tai
wan, Chile, and Argentina. We have 
seen a great deal of success from that, 
and I wish you all would acknowledge 
it has been exposure to Western values, 
not war, not diplomacy, free trade 
which has improved the human rights 
of the people in those four countries, 
and can do it in China and other places. 

Mr. HOYER. We clearly acknowledge 
on this side that free trade and open 
trade and the bringing of a free market 
to a country can, in fact, improve 
human rights. The proposition of this 
debate, however, is whether we ought 
to be able to use trade from time to 
time in implementing our human 
rights policy. 

Clearly we suggest we very definitely 
ought to and ought not to take the po
sition that because we have successes, 
and because market economies will 
breed freer, more just societies, that in 
every instance we ought not to use 
trade policy. 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER] was entitled to 
his last 5 seconds to complete his 
thought. 

Mr. HOYER. I completed my 
thought. I am just not sure he heard it. 

Mr. CARDIN. All time for this seg
ment has expired. 

The next segment consists of 8 min
utes of questioning by the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] and the gen
tlewoman from Texas [Ms. EDDIE BER
NICE JOHNSON]. First the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. WOLF] will be enti
tled to 4 minutes to question the gen
tlewoman from Texas [Ms. EDDIE BER
NICE JOHNSON]. 
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Mr. WOLF. Let the record show that 

what happened in Germany was be
cause Hitler was evil, the Nazi Party 
was evil, and the world was slow to 
speak out, and the record should show 
that. 

I would like to ask the gentlewoman 
from Texas [Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN
SON], in Romania, which I have visited 
many times, and my daughter Brenda 
was there on a mission project, the 
threat of most-favored-nation revoca
tion each year was successful in enforc
ing the brutal Communist dictatorship 
to allow thousands and hundreds of 
thousands of Jews and other minorities 
to emigrate. Would you now tell these 
immigrants safely, settled in new coun
tries, that trade sanctions were not 
helpful in gaining their freedom? 

0 2130 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. Independence is what is helpful, 
and improving human rights, the op
portunity to have something of owner
ship, to gain that independence, per
haps to leave the country, but~isthat 
independence. It is not going to be a 
policy of us policing the world and im
plementing policies of ours that we are 
not al together necessarily going to im
plement for ourselves. 

So, you see, I am committed to 
human rights. But I am also commit
ted to independence. I am committed 
to individual ownership. 

I know by my experience, living here, 
that the more one controls their own 
destiny through their own ownership 
and having some ownership of their 
own finances they will determine that 
no government is going to keep them 
repressed. 

People overthrow their own govern
ments when they disagree, when they 
are in a position to be independent. 

Mr. WOLF. The question, though, 
was about the brutal dictatorship of 
the Ceausescu administration, and 
they would not have gotten out just by 
asking for a visa. They only got out be
cause the United States held leverage 
on MFN. 

But to ask the last question, if you 
shopped in a store back in Houston 
that used child labor and exploited its 
employees and discriminated against 
certain religious groups, those of the 
Christian faith, Jewish faith, and the 
Moslem faith and you found out about 
it, would you notify the authorities, 
and continue to shop, would you call 
the police and yet continue to shop, 
would you call a press conference, 
would you continue to shop or would 
you take your dollar and shop some
place else? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I would go to the proper au
thorities first, as we have in this coun
try. Secretary Bentsen, a native Texan, 
has already started to negotiate and to 
come up with agreements for dealing 
with child labor laws and other labor 

laws, and that is the way I think we 
are going to cause change as we nego
tiate trade policy. 

I do not believe that this country is 
going to be able to police the world 
based upon trade policy. 

Mr. WOLF. I think that if you knew 
that this person was exploiting chil
dren and exploiting employees and dis
criminating against people of different 
religious beliefs, most people would 
stop. 

In closing, the closing question is: Do 
you believe, as the gentleman from 
Maryland [Mr. HOYER], the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON], and the 
gentlewoman from California [Ms. 
PELOSI] have said, that sanctions ought 
to be an option, that the U.S. Govern
ment uses similar to a man in the mili
tary may use a rifle, may use a bayo
net, or may use a pistol, but he has 
those options? Do you believe there 
should always be an option for the U.S. 
Government? 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. I believe we ought to have poli
cies that are consistent. I believe we 
have chosen certain countries to imple
ment sanctions and others we have 
chosen to ignore. 

If we decide to use sanctions at all 
times for human rights violations, why 
then are we not looking at Saudi Ara
bia? Is it because we need their oil? 

Mr. CARDIN. The gentlewoman from 
Texas [Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON] 
now has 4 minutes to pose questions to 
the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. 
WOLF]. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. WOLF, I would like to ask 
that last question. Why are we incon
sistent in looking at policies in other 
areas other than China? Why have we 
not looked at trade policy to effect the 
change of human rights violations in 
Saudi Arabia? 

Mr. WOLF. I believe very deeply that 
if we find that they are discriminating 
in Saudi Arabia, we should be willing 
to use leverage, and if our diplomatic 
efforts do not prove successful and they 
are persecuting those of the Jewish 
faith and those of the Christian faith 
and those of the Moslem faith, then I 
think it should be something we should 
be willing to exercise. It should be an 
option, just like the soldier. He has a 
rifle, he has a pistol, he has a bayonet. 
They are all options to be used. If the 
Saudis continue to do that, at some 
point I would be in favor of taking 
away MFN from the Saudi Govern
ment. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Mr. WOLF, do you think that the 
policy of South Africa was effective? 
Did you think that was the thing to 
do? 

Mr. WOLF. I do think it was eff ec
ti ve. Let me just say for the record the 
first time the vote came up, I voted 
against sanctions for South Africa. The 
next time it came up, I had a pang of 

conscience. I voted the other way. I am 
proud of the vote I cast. If Nelson 
Mandela were with us tonight, he 
would be sitting on this side saying 
clearly sanctions have worked. 

I listened to a National Public Radio 
show several weeks ago where they 
interviewed a white South African 
businessman. He said, "I was opposed 
to sanctions. I thought they were 
wrong. But now I must confess that 
they worked." And I might say that I 
voted to override the President of the 
United States, of my own party, on 
that issue, because I think America 
should always stand, as the gentleman 
from Maryland [Mr. HOYER] said, we 
the people, inalienable rights, life, lib
erty, and the pursuit of happiness, and 
sometimes, Ms. JOHNSON, when we get 
into the economic issue, even though it 
means we may lose some trade, we 
have to do the right thing. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. So from your experience, is it 
fair to say that poorer developing 
countries have a far greater tendency 
to have repressive antidemocratic gov
ernments than more wealthy, more 
economically developed countries? 

Mr. WOLF. Not necessarily. Evil can 
be weal thy, and evil can be poor. Hitler 
was wealthy, and he was probably one 
of the most evil men in this century. 
What is taking place in Indonesia and 
East Tim or, they are poor, they are 
doing very bad things there, and so I 
think that evil goes with wealth and 
goes with poorness. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Do you think the human rights 
policies of the United States should be 
consistent, or should we pick and 
choose a few countries we want to see 
do good things and we want to make 
ourselves feel good and make sure the 
human rights conditions are better? 

Mr. WOLF. I personally think it 
should be consistent across the board 
with any nation that violates life, lib
erty, the pursuit of happiness, per
secutes people, has slave labor, has 
gulag camps, kills people, and does 
these things. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. If you say we should be consist
ent then what do we do about Saudi 
Arabia? 

Mr. WOLF. I think we should pound 
on the Saudi Government. We should 
pound whenever we find human rights 
violations, and we pound, and we 
pound, and you are asking me this 
question. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. When you say we pound, sir--

Mr. WOLF. You lead me to believe 
that perhaps I should take a trip to 
Saudi Arabia, and if I find any abuses, 
if need be, I would personally introduce 
a bill to deny the MFN, to take it away 
from the Saudi Government. 

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas. Let me tell you right now, Mr. 
WOLF, women cannot vote in Saudi 
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Arabia, and lots of other violations are 
going on. If we are going to be consist
ent, and you have committed yourself 
to be consistent, what is our next step? 

Mr. WOLF. I am going to look into 
it, I can tell you that. I fought the 
Reagan administration when they fa
vored MFN for Romania. It was my bill 
to take away MFN from Serbia. I will 
certainly follow what is going on in 
Saudi Arabia. Let the word go forth, if 
the Saudi Government is listening, I 
would not be averse to doing anything 
I could to bringing about human rights 
in Saudi Arabia. 

Mr. CARDIN. The time for this seg
ment has expired. We are now prepared 
to go to the final segment of the de
bate, which is a 5-minute segment in 
which one member from each team will 
have the opportunity to make a closing 
comment about the resolution. We will 
start first with the gentleman from Or
egon [Mr. KOPETSKI], who will control 
21/2 minutes for a closing statement in 
opposition to the resolution. 

Mr. KOPETSKI. Thank you, Mr. 
Moderator. 

This is not a debate about whether 
human rights are important. They are. 

As the gentleman from Maryland 
conceded, the question is what is the 
best means to achieve our shared goal 
of human rights progress in all nations. 

This last weekend the Washington 
Post chronicled the gruesome Mao 
Zedong era in China. We read that from 
1949 to 1976 a many as 80 million Chi
nese died during the repressive policies 
during the eras known as the Great 
Leap Forward and the Cultural Revolu
tion. 

A China or any nation that is en
gaged in the world community could 
not hide 80 million deaths. Repression 
and mass slaughter are only possible 
when a nation isolates itself from the 
world. 

Sunshine is the best disinfectant for 
repressive government, and that is 
what trade brings. 

It is a new world out there. The Iron 
Curtain is drawn open. International 
companies are chipping away at the 
Iron Rice Bowl. We must engage these 
societies, drawing them out even more 
into the world community. 

But let us not kid ourselves, nations 
like Russia and China are still in tran
sition. There is every possibility that 
they could return to the ways of the re
cent past, and the Chinese people, for 
one, live in fear of this. 

The Washington Post story quoted a 
farmer who said, "Who knows what 
could happen? If there is a change of 
policy at the top, who knows?" 

Our side in this debate rejects any 
policy that seeks to isolate nations 
from the world community. Trade 
shines the bright light of the free mar
ket into closed societies. Market 
economies, as we have shown, lead to 
human rights improvements. 

In this debate, we have answered the 
question: What does trade bring? 

Let me summarize again. Trade 
brings a better standard of living so 
children do not have to go to bed hun
gry at night, so families have a roof 
over their heads, and it also brings 
about the exchange of ideas, whether 
principles of law and a judicial system, 
or the exchange of students and sci
entists, music, books, and movies, and 
as innocuous as that sounds, art is 
saturated with cultural messages and 
floods over a closed society in a wash 
of Western values and individual free
doms. 

Vaclav Havel once said: 
Communism was not defeated by military 

force but by life, by human spirit, by con
science, by the resistance of being and man 
to manipulation. 

0 2140 
Havel is right. We all have a duty, 

even a moral obligation, to pursue the 
path of trade, diplomatic engagement, 
produce healthier, more just societies 
on Earth. 

Mr. CARDIN. Mr. SOLOMON is now 
recognized for 2112 minutes for his clos
ing points. In support of the resolution. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Ladies and gen
tleman, who won the debate? Tomor
row's CONGRESSIONAL RECORD will show 
that our opposition supported all of the 
present sanctions in place by the U.S. 
Government. That should answer the 
question. 

Let me commend all of you for a job 
well done. My colleagues, the world re
spects the United States of America be
cause we stand for something. We 
stand for something different, some
thing good. America is not just a peo
ple, it is not a race, it is not a religion, 
it is a set of ideals. In short, we believe 
that human beings should live as free 
individuals, unfettered by intrusive or 
repressive Government. These ideals 
define the very essence of who we 
Americans are, what our country is. 

If we allow ourselves to succumb to 
the temptation to be like everybody 
else or to do business as usual with any 
dictator, we will lose this essence, we 
will lose who we are. It is simply a fact 
that if America will not stand up to 
the dictators of the world, no one will. 

Since military solutions are often 
unrealistic, and I am a military man, 
or they are undesirable, trade remains 
the best weapon we have to stand up to 
these destabilizing dictators. 

My colleagues, it is no accident that 
the U.S. dollar is the international cur
rency or that English is the inter
national business language. It is be
cause the power of the American purse 
is so awesome. There are 260 million 
Americans; everybody wants to do 
business with us. In fact, everybody 
needs to do business with us. 

But the reverse is not true. Our 
standard of living and consumer buying 
power afford us the opportunity to 
choose our business partners more 
carefully. We must use that oppor-

tunity. We must apply leverage where 
we can in order to defend freedom, 
deter aggression, and, yes, protect 
American jobs. 

When a regime systematically re
presses its own people and threatens its 
neighbors, America must say no to 
business as usual. When a regime de
stroys American jobs by refusing to 
allow fair access to American goods 
made by American workers, America 
must say no to business as usual. 

As peace-loving Americans, we do not 
attempt to enforce our human rights 
policies on others by force. But as lead
ers of the free world we do have a 
moral obligation to promote democ
racy and encourage decent treatment 
of all human beings. And without firing 
a shot, without losing one American 
soldier's life, we can do that, without 
firing a shot, by linking our trade pol
icy with human rights. That is the de
cent, humane thing to do, and you 
know it. 

Thank you. 
Mr. CARDIN. All time has expired. 
Let me, if I might, thank the eight 

Members who have participated in to
night's debate. As I mentioned at the 
beginning of tonight's debate, this is 
our third in a series in which we have 
a trial in the House of Representatives. 
We have debated health care, we have 
debated welfare, and tonight we have 
debated human rights and trade. 

I think that the quality of the debate 
that has taken place tonight can only 
help us in shedding light on these is
sues in the finest traditions of the 
House of Representatives and can only 
help us in trying to reach solutions to 
these very difficult problems. 

I want to thank all 24 Members who 
have participated in the first three de
bates. This is a trial period, but I think 
the leadership is committed to the con
tinuation of the Oxford-style debates 
because it has been helpful to all of us 
in focusing issues in this body. I also 
want to thank my colleague, . the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER], and the Republican side who has 
helped organize the Republicans and 
has helped to bring this about. I per
sonally want to thank each one of you 
for the time you have spent tonight. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CARDIN. I gladly yield to the 
gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I want to join the gentleman in 
thanking a number of people because I 
think this has been a very positive ex
ercise on behalf of the House of Rep
resentatives, in behalf of the Repub
lican and Democratic Parties. 

This debate, particularly, composed 
of bipartisan teams, showed that there 
is a thoughtful difference of opinion 
from time to time, not necessarily dic
tated by party. I particularly want to 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
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[Mr. GEPHARDT], our majority leader, 
and the gentleman from Georgia [Mr. 
GINGRICH], our minority whip, who 
worked closely together to bring about 
this innovative opportunity to debate 
substantively issues of importance to 
the people of this country and indeed 
the international community. 

I too want to congratulate the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] and the gentleman from Maryland 
[Mr. CARDIN], who for their respective 
sides have led the organization for this 
effort. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. DREIER. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CARDIN. I am glad to yield to 

the gentleman from California. 
Mr. DREIER. I thank the gentleman 

for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I would like to join in 

extending my appreciation on behalf of 
our side , which now includes MIKE 
KOPETSKI and EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, 
I am happy to say. Clearly, this is a bi
partisan effort which has come about 
because the leadership on both sides 
are strongly committed. 

We will welcome Mr. SOLOMON back 
here. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I was going to 
ask--

Mr. DREIER. We have a spot on the 
other side of the rail. 

Mr. HOYER. You can have Mr. SOLO
MON, but we are not letting Mr. WOLF 
go. 

Mr. DREIER. You want to keep him? 
Mr. Speaker, I think the moderator 

has underscored again and again that 
we are all strongly committed to the 
cause of human rights, and I believe 
very strongly in the position our team 
has taken, and I know they feel strong
ly in theirs. But it is clear to all that 
we are committed to improving the 
human rights of people here in the 
United States and throughout the 
world. 

Mr. CARDIN. I yield back the bal
ance of my time. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. HUTTO (at the request of Mr. 

GEPHARDT) for today after 6 p.m., on 
account of official business. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
herefore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DREIER) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART, for 5 minutes, on 
July 21. 

Mr. Goss, for 5 minutes each day, on 
July 21 and 22. 

Mr. WELDON, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. DORNAN, for 5 minutes, on July 

21. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. DREIER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BEREUTER. 
Mr. BURTON of Indiana. 
Mr. KING. 
Mr. POMBO. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. OXLEY. 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Mr. FILNER) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. HAMILTON. 
Ms. CANTWELL. 
Mr. KLEIN in two instances. 
Mr. BERMAN. 
Mr. GORDON. 
Mr. VISCLOSKY in two instances. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. MINGE. 
Mr. MANN. 
Mr. DEUTSCH. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
Mr. KREIDLER in two instances. 
Mr. PARKER. 
Mr. LEHMAN. 
Ms. DELAURO. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. RANGEL. 
Mr. BROWN of California. 
Mr. TRAFICANT. 
Mr. NADLER. 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled bills of the House 
of the following titles, which were 
thereupon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 572. An act for the relief of Melissa 
Johnson. 

H.R. 1346. An act to designate the Federal 
building located on St. Croix, Virgin Islands 
as the "Almeric L. Christian Federal Build
ing.'' 

H.R. 1873. An act to require certain pay
ments made to victims of Nazi persecution 
to be disregarded in determining eligibility 
for and the amount of benefits or services 
based on need. 

H.R. 2532. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse 'in 
Lubbock, Texas, as the "George H. Mahon 
Federal Building and United States Court
house." 

H.R. 3770. An act to designate the United 
States courthouse located at 940 Front 
Street in San Diego, California, and the Fed
eral building attached to the courthouse as 
the "Edward J. Schwartz Courthouse and 
Federal Building." 

H.R. 3840. An act to designate the Federal 
building and United States courthouse lo
cated at 100 East Houston Street in Mar-

shall, Texas, as the "Sam B. Hall, Jr. Fed
eral Building and United States Court
house. " 

SENATE ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 
The SPEAKER announced his signa

ture to enrolled bills of the Senate of 
the following title: 

S. 537. An act for the relief of Tania Gil 
Compton. 

S. 832. An act to designate the plaza to be 
constructed on the Federal Triangle prop
erty in Washington, D.C., as the " Woodrow 
Wilson Plaza. " 

S. 1880. An act to provide that the National 
Education Commission on Time and Learn
ing shall terminate on September 30, 1994. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. CARDIN. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord

ingly (at 9 o'clock and 46 minutes 
p.m.), the House adjourned until to
morrow, Thursday, July 21, 1994, at 10 
a.m. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, execu
tive communications were taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred as fol
lows: 

3550. A letter from the Board of Governors 
of the Federal Reserve System, transmitting 
the staff report of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem, pursuant to 12 U.S.C. 1833; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. 

3551. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture. transmitting the annual report on 
the use of private attorneys contracted to 
perform certain legal actions taken in con
nection with housing programs administered 
by the Farmers Home Administration 
[FmHA], pursuant to section 510(d)(2) of the 
Housing Act of 1949, as amended; to the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban Af
fairs. 

3552. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting a 
copy of D.C. Act 10-286, " Councilmembers' 
Salary Freeze Temporary Amendment Act of 
1994," pursuant to D.C. Code, section 1-
233(c)(l); to the Committee on the District of 
Columbia. 

3553. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
for Legislative Affairs, Department of State, 
transmitting a report on employment of U.S. 
citizens by certain international organiza
tions, pursuant to Public Law 102-138, sec
tion 181 (105 Stat. 682); to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

3554. A letter from the Acting Associate 
Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
transmitting a report of activities under the 
Freedom of Information Act for calendar 
year 1993, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552(d); to the 
Committee on Government Operations. 

3555. A letter from the Deputy Associate 
Director for Compliance, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting notification of pro
posed refunds of excess royalty payments in 
OCS areas, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1339(b); to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

3556. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General of the United States, Department of 
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Justice, transmitting the Department's re
port on settlements for calendar year 1993 for 
damages caused by the FBI, pursuant to 31 
U.S.C. 3724(b); to the Committee on the Judi
ciary. 

3557. A letter from the Director, Office of 
National Drug Control Policy, transmitting 
a draft of proposed legislation to create an 
exception to title 18 concerning acts of vio
lence against civilian aircraft for situations 
where the President determines that a for
eign country faces a national security threat 
from trafficking in illicit drugs, and that the 
country has appropriate procedures in place 
to protect innocent aircraft; to the Commit
tee on the Judiciary. 

3558. A letter from the Chairman, Merit 
Systems Protection Board, transmitting a 
report entitled " Working for America: An 
Update, " pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 1205(a )(3); to 
the Committee on Post Office and Civil Serv
ice. 

3559. A letter from the Secretary, Depart
ment of the Interior, transmitting a copy of 
the annual report for fiscal year 1992 cover
ing the Outer Continental Shelf [OCS] Natu
ral Gas and Oil Leasing and Production Pro
gram, pursuant to 43 U.S.C. 1343; jointly, to 
the Committee on Natural Resources and 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 482. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (R.R. 3838) to 
amend and extend certain laws relating to 
housing and community development, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 103-612). Referred 
to the House Calendar. 

Ms. SLAUGHTER: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 483. Resolution providing 
for consideration of the bill (R.R. 3870) to 
promote the research and development of en
vironmental technologies (Rept. 103-613). Re
ferred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. DERRICK: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 484. Resolution providing for con
sideration of the bill (R.R. 4604) to establish 
direct spending targets, and for other pur
poses (Rept. 103-614). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. BROWN of California: 
R.R. 4799. A bill to promote the research 

and development of environmental tech
nologies; to the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself and Mr. AN
DREWS of Maine): 

R.R. 4800. A bill to grant the consent of the 
Congress to the Texas Low-Level Radio
active Waste Disposal Compact; jointly, to 
the Cammi ttee on Energy and Commerce and 
Natural Resources. 

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself, Mr. 
SMITH of Iowa, Mr. SKELTON. Mr. 
MAZZOLI, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BILBRAY, 
Mr. MFUME, Mr. KLINK, Ms. ROYBAL
ALLARD, Mr. HILLIARD, and Mr. 
THOMPSON): 

H.R. 4801. A bill to amend the Small Busi
ness Act, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Small Business. 

By Mr. GORDON: 
R.R. 4802. A bill to prohibit any charges on 

telephone bills for calls to 800 numbers; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. NORTON (for herself, Mr. 
OWENS, Mr. TUCKER, Miss COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. GONZALEZ, Ms. ROY
BAL-ALLARD, Mr. DELLUMS, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. 
MCKINNEY, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
MINETA, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Mr. 
HINCHEY, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
NADLER, Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, 
Mr. SERRANO, Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. 
MARTINEZ, Mr. MCCLOSKEY, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, and Mrs. KENNELLY): 

R.R. 4803. A bill to amend the Fair Labor 
Standards Act of 1938 to prohibit discrimina
tion in the payment of wages on account of 
sex, race, or national origin, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and Labor. 

By Mr. SHAW (for himself, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mrs. 
FOWLER, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. YOUNG of 
Florida, Mr. CANADY, Mr. Goss, Mr. 
BACCHUS of Florida, Mrs. MEEK of 
Florida, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr. 
JOHNSTON of Florida, Mr. DIAZ
BALART, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. LEWIS of 
Florida, Mr. MCCOLLUM, Mr. HUTTO, 
Mr. P ETERSON of Florida, Mr. 
STEARNS, Mr. MICA, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, and Mrs . THURMAN): 

R.R. 4804. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for construction of a research facility 
in Broward County, FL, to be used in connec
tion with efforts to control Melaleuca and 
other exotic plant species that threaten na
tive ecosystems in the State of Florida; to 
the Committee on Public Works and Trans
portation. 

By Mr. SLATTERY: 
R.R. 4805. A bill to amend title 23, United 

States Code, relating to penalties for use of 
motorcycle helmets; to the Committee on 
Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr. 
POMEROY, Ms. ENGLISH of Arizona, 
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. JOHNSON of South 
Dakota, Mr. STUPAK, Mr. SKEEN, Mr. 
RICHARDSON, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, Mr. FLAKE, 
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. FAZIO, Mr. SCHIFF, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mr. MINGE, Mr. MARTINEZ, 
Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. GUTIERREZ): 

R.R. 4806. A bill to provide land-grant sta
tus for certain Indian colleges and institu
tions; jointly, to the Committees on Agri
culture and Education and Labor. 

By Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois: 
H.J. Res. 391. Joint resolution to designate 

the week of September 12, 1994, through Sep
tember 16, 1!.'94, as " National Gang Violence 
Prevention Week" ; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. RAMSTAD (for himself and Mr. 
VALENTINE): 

H. Res. 485. Resolution expressing the sense 
of the House of Representatives that any 
health care reform legislation passed by Con
gress must ensure access to and the contin
ued advancement of medical technology; 
jointly, to the Committees on Energy and 
Commerce and Ways and Means. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 
bills and resolutions were introduced 
and severally referred as follows: 

Mr. McDERMOTT: 
H.R. 4807. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
for the vessel Tecumseh; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

R .R. 4808. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Transportation to issue a certificate of 
documentation with appropriate endorse
ment for employment in the coastwise trade 
for the vessel L.R. Beattie; to the Committee 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

R .R. 146: Mr. STEARNS. 
R .R. 502: Mr. KINGSTON and Mr. STEARNS. 
R.R. 520: Mr. DIXON. 
H.R. 642: Mr. HASTERT. 
H.R. 662: Mr. STEARNS. 
R.R. 840: Mr. NADLER. 
H.R. 998 : Mr. STEARNS. 
R.R. 1099: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.R. 1106: Mr. JEFFERSON. 
H.R. 1122: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1130: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1392: Mr. STEARNS. 
R.R. 1596: Mr. HOEKSTRA. 
H.R. 1604: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 1671: Mr. NADLER. 
R.R. 1793: Mr. MINETA. 
R.R. 1843: Mrs. FOWLER and Mr. MICA. 
R.R. 2467: Mr. BAESLER and Mr. CAMP. 
H.R. 2472: Mr. GOODLING. 
R.R. 2543: Ms. VELAZQUEZ. 
H.R. 2710: Mr. FINGERHUT. 
H.R. 2866: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. SKAGGS, Mr. 

TRAFICANT. Mr. PORTER, and Mr. KREIDLER. 
H.R. 3392: Mr. WALKER. 
H.R. 3415: Mr. ABERCROMBIE. 
H .R. 3630: Mr. HUGHES, Mr. HILLIARD, and 

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H .R. 3635: Mr. STEARNS. 
H.R. 3705: Mr. MCCOLLUM , Mr. STEARNS, 

Mrs. MEEK of Florida, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. SOL
OMON, and Mr. HUTCHINSON. 

H.R. 3739: Mr. ARMEY, Mr. FROST, Mr. DOR-
NAN, Mr. DARDEN, and Mr. MANZULLO. 

H.R. 3940: Mr. UNDERWOOD and Mr. REED. 
H .R. 3943: Mr. HUTCHINSON. 
R.R. 4279: Mr. YATES and Mr. EVANS. 
H.R. 4314: Mr. BEILENSON. 
R .R. 4375: Mr. MILLER of California. 
H .R. 4412: Mr. STENHOLM. 
H .R. 4441: Mr. HYDE. 
H .R. 4463: Mr. MCDERMOTT and Mr. HUGHES. 
H.R. 4495: Ms. VELAZQUEZ, Ms. WOOLSEY, 

and Mr. LANTOS. 
H .R. 4496: Mr. EHLERS, Mr. DELLUMS, and 

Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H .R. 4512: Mr. MINETA and Mr. HILLIARD. 
H.R. 4557: Mr. CRANE and Mr. GRAMS. 
H .R. 4570: Mr. KLEIN and Mr. MINETA. 
H.R. 4584: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. 
H.R. 4590: Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SPRATT, Mr. 

POSHARD, Mr. ENGEL, Mrs. COLLINS of Illi
nois, Mr. SWETT, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. HILLIARD, 
Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. BORSKI, Mr. DIXON, Mr. 
UPTON, Mr. TORRICELLI, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. MORAN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RA
HALL, and Mr. MURPHY. 

H.R. 4592: Mr. COBLE and Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R, 4643: Mr. LAUGHLIN and Mr. 

SARPALIUS. 
H.R. 4675: Mr. LAUGHLIN. 
H.R. 4699: Ms. MCKINNEY and Mr. DE LUGO. 
H.R. 4791: Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. RAMSTAD, 

and Mr. MCCOLLUM. 
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H.J. Res. 160: Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. 
H.J. Res. 374: Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 

PICKETT, Mr. REED, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. BREW
STER, Mr. ORTIZ, Mr. TORRES, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. SLATTERY, Mr. KOPETSKI, 
Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. BLACKWELL, Mr. VENTO, 
Mr. BLUTE, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr. DELAY, Mr. 
POMEROY, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. GUTIERREZ, Mr. 
PARKER, Mr. MORAN, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. 
lNHOFE, Mr. STARK, Mr. MATSUI, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Mr. SWIFT, Mr. DURBIN, Ms. 
CANTWELL, Mr. RICHARDSON, MR. BONIOR, Mr. 
BARLOW, Mr. MANTON, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
DEUTSCH, Mr. CARR, Mr. PETERSON of Min
nesota, Mr. SWETT, Mr. BRYANT, Mr. BISHOP, 
Ms. MARGOLIES-MEZVINSKY, Mr. WYNN, Ms. 
BROWN of Florida, Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO, Mr. 
SANDERS, Mr. MCINNIS, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. 
SPRATT, Mr. SABO, Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. 
MONTGOMERY, Mr. MINGE, Mr. ANDREWS of 
Maine, Mr. BERMAN, Mr. BEILENSON, Mr. 
HAMILTON, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. HALL of 
Texas, Mr. STENHOLM, Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. 
HUTTO, Mr. MCHALE, Mr. NEAL of Massachu
setts, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. 
MENENDEZ, Mr. EVANS, Mr. ROEMER, Mr. 
DOOLEY, Mr. CLEMENT, Ms. SHEPHERD, Ms. 

MCKINNEY, Ms. SCHENK, Mr. SCOTT, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. EDWARDS of Texas, Mrs. COL
LINS of Illinois, Mr. CARDIN, Mr. GEJDENSON, 
Mr. UPTON, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
SHARP, Mr. COPPERSMITH, Mr. ROSE, Mr. 
OLVER, Mr. TuCKER, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. 
FINGERHUT, Mrs. MINK of Hawaii, Mr. CAL
LAHAN, Mr. STUMP, Mr. STOKES, Mr. HEFNER, 
Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. MURPHY, 
Mr. RAVENEL, Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
GIBBONS, Mr. OWENS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
HAYES, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. MAR
KEY, Mr. VOLKMER, Mr. SARPALIUS, and Mr. 
RAMSTAD. 

H.J. Res. 383: Mr. BLUTE and Mr. 
MCDERMOTT. 

H.J. Res. 385: Mr. BEVILL, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. 
BATEMAN, and Mr. MORAN. 

H.J. Res. 387: Mr. BACCHUS of Florida, Mr. 
BAKER of Louisiana, Mrs. BENTLEY, Mr. 
BLACKWELL, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. COBLE, Mr. 
DOOLITTLE, Ms. DUNN, Mr. EMERSON, Mr. 
EWING, Mr. FISH, Mr. FROST, Mr. GALLEGLY, 
Mr. GEKAS, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. 
KASICH, Mr. KING, Mr. LIVINGSTON, Mr. 
SAXTON, Mrs. THURMAN, Mr. WASHINGTON, 
Mr. DE LUGO, Mr. FIELDS of Texas, Mr. 

HOCHBRUECKNER, Mr. HORN, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
MANTON, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. RO
MERO-BARCELO, Mr. LEWIS of California, Mr. 
LIPINSKI, Mrs. FOWLER, and Ms. EDDIE BER
NICE JOHNSON of Texas. 

H. Con. Res. 210: Mr. TALENT. 
H. Con. Res. 212: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. LOWEY, 

Mrs. MALONEY, Mr. STARK, and Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ. 

H. Con. Res. 229: Mr. MARKEY. 
H. Con. Res. 234: Mr. STARK and Mr. WYNN. 
H. Con. Res. 246: Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. LIPINSKI, 

Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. CLYBURN, Ms. 
FURSE, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. REYN
OLDS, Mr. TOWNS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. DELLUMS, 
Mr. SCOTT, Mrs. MEEK of Florida, and Ms. 
VELAZQUEZ. 

H. Con. Res. 262: Mr. CRAMER, Mrs. VUCANO
VICH, Mr. EHLERS, Mr. GILLMOR, Mr. Cox, Ms. 
SNOWE, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. LEVY, Mr. BROWN 
of Ohio, Mr. HILLIARD, and Mr. HAMBURG. 

H. Res. 270: Mr. HASTERT. 
H. Res. 434: Mr. MCHUGH and Mr. DELAY. 
H. Res. 481: Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. BARTLETT of 

Maryland, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON. 
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